1959

fellow members. In short, a union must be-
long to its members—not to its officlals,

2. HONESTY WITHIN UNIONS
Each member must receive full and accu-
rate reports of activities of his union and its
officials. The union member is the best
watchman over the finances of his own or-
ganizations. But he needs the help of the

Government in investigating mishandling of

union funds and in correcting any wrong-

doing.

3. PROTECTION FOR INNOCENT WORKMEN AND
SMALL EMPLOYERS FROM COERCIVE PICKETING
AND SECONDARY BOYCOTTS
Not all picket lines and boycotts are coer-

cive. But some, which are permitted under
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existing law, clearly injure American work-
men in the exercise of their freedom of asso-
ciation and the exercise of their free choice
as to dealing collectively. Reasonable com-
promises can be worked out. The line may
not be perfect, but we can show major im-
provement.

4, ELIMINATION OF CRIMINAL ELEMENTS FROM
THE UNION MOVEMENT
This will be accomplished only if we pro-
vide simple, practical means of enforcement.
The right of union members to the courts
should not be curtailed, but the working
people of this country and small employers
deserve quicker and less expensive methods
of securing justice, using the framework of
proven means of law enforcement.
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5. A FORUM FOR EVERY DISFUTE

The no man's land must be eliminated
and, through either State or Federal courts
or agencies, there must be a place where
labor reform cases can be heard. The same
forum need not be used for all cases, but no
one subject to the law of the United States
should be without a remedy if his funda-
mental rights have been impaired.

As ranking member of the minority on the
House Committee on Education and Labor, I
will do everything in my power to see that
our committee reports out a bill which will
assure the working men and women of this
country the fullest protection of their indi-
vidual freedom. It is not an easy job but
one which must—and can—be done.

SENATE

Tuespay, May 12, 1959

Rev. Frederick M. Brooks, rector of
the Church of the Saviour, Philadelphia,
Pa., offered the following prayer:

O efternal Lord God, who alone
spreadest out the heavens, in an order so
precise that man has always been able
to look up and know where He is, it is at
once complex yet simple, simple and fa-
miliar as the dipper in a woman'’s kitchen
or a hunter’s belt and horn, grant to us
on earth, as You reveal every day new
knowledge of Your domain in space, a
deeper respect for this order, with its
assurance of constancy and continuity.

In this new world of guided missiles, as
You reveal this new knowledge, are You
speaking to us from Your throne to say:
“Mankind must also live in order”?

Are You saying: “I, the Lord God, want
guided men as well as guided missiles™?

Are You saying: “Man must work as
hard to penetrate the self-barrier as he
does the sound barrier”?

Are You telling us, as You reveal the
secrets of Your domain, where “the
oceans of the future are in the space be-
tween the stars,” that You are showing us
this to save us?

May this, Your order, forever revealing
Your greatness and love, speak to the
people of the United States in general
and especially its Senate.

Grant wisdom to those to whom, in
Your name, our people entrust the au-
thority of Government, that justice and
peace may be sought, not alone for this
country, but for the world.

Remember all who serve this country,
at home and abroad; guide them and
keep them wherever they may be.

All this we ask in the name of our Re-
deemer., Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
May 11, 1959, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr, Miller, one
of his secretaries.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (S. 1559) to provide for the
striking of medals in commemoration of
the 100th anniversary of the first sig-
nificant discovery of silver in the United
States, June 1859.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following hills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R.2317. An act to amend section 7 of
“An act making appropriations to provide
for the expenses of the government of the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1903, and for other purposes,”
approved July 1, 1902, as amended, so as
to provide for the bonding of persons li-
censed to engage in a business, trade, pro-
fession, or calling involving the collection
of money for others;

H.R. 2318. An act to provide for the regu-
lation of closing-out and fire sales in the
District of Columbia;

H.R.2322. An act to amend the act of
July 1, 1902, to exempt certain common
carriers of passengers from the mileage tax
imposed by that act and from certain other
taxes;

H.R. 4072. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act for the regulation of the prac-
tice of dentistry in the District of Colum=-
bia, and for the protection of the people
from empiricism in relation thereto,” ap-
proved June 6, 1892, as amended;

H.R. 4454. An act to amend the act of
March 3, 1801, to eliminate the requirement
that certain Distriet of Columbia corpora-
tions be managed by not more than 15
trustees; and

H.R.7040. An act making appropriations
for sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agencles,
and offices, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1960, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred as
indicated:

H.R. 2317. An act to amend section 7 of
“An act making appropriations to provide
for the expenses of the government of the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1803, and for other purposes,”
approved July 1, 1802, as amended, so as to
provide for the bonding of persons licensed
to engage in a business, trade, profession, or
calling involving the collection of money for
others;

H.R. 2318. An act to provide for the regu-
lation of closing-out and fire sales in the
District of Coiumbia;

H.R.2322, An act to amend the act of
July 1, 1902, to exempt certain ccmmon car-
riers of passengers from the mileage tax im-
posed by that act and from certain other
taxes;

H.R.4072. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act for the regulation of the prac-
tice of dentistry in the District of Columbia,
and for the protection of the people from
empiricism in relation thereto,” approved
June 6, 1892, as amended; and

H.R.4454. An act to amend the act of
March 3, 1901, to eliminate the requirement
that certain District of Columbia corpora-
tions be managed by not more than 15 trus-
tees; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

H.R. 7040. An act making appropriations
for sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agencies,
and offices for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1960, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations,

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF
1959—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT (H. DOC. NO. 140)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there is at the desk a message from the
President of the United States, trans-
mitting Reorganization Plan No. 1 of
1959, which I ask the Chair to lay before
the Senate. I ask that the message be
not read, because it is now being read
in the House of Representatives, but
that it be referred to the appropriate
committee for consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the message from the President
of the United States, which, with the
accompanying paper, was referred to the
Committee on Government Operations.

(For President's message, see House
proceedings of today.)

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
THE SESSION OF THE SENATE

On request of Mr. MansrFiELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Constitutional
Rights Subcommittee and the Subcom-
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly Legis-
lation of the Committee on the Judiciary
were authorized to sit during the session
of the Senate today.

On request of Mr. ManNsrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Constitutional Amendments of the
Committee on the Judiciary was author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.
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MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to notify the Senate that the time
between now and 10 minutes after 12 will
be used only for the introduction of bills
and other measures, after which a quo-
Tum will be called.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate the following letters, which
were referred as indicated:

REPORT ON CONTRACTS NEGOTIATED
EXPERIMENTAL OR RESEARCH WORK
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on contracts negotiated for experimental
or research work, for the period July 1 to
December 381, 1958 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

AvupiT REFPORT oN NaTtioNaL FUND FOR MEDICAL
EDUCATION

A letter from the Executive Vice President,
National Fund for Medical Education, New
York, N.Y. transmitting, pursuant to law,
& report on an audit of that fund, for the
year ended December 31, 1958 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

AupiT AND ANNUAL REPORTS OF BOARD FOR
FUNDAMENTAL EDUCATION

A letter from Ross, McCord, Ice & Miller,
Indianapolis, Ind., transmitting, pursuant to
law, the audit and annual reports of the
Board for Pundamental Education, for the
year 1958 (with accompanying reports); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

TRANSFER OF FREEDMEN'S HOSPITAL

A letter from the Secretary, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to establish a
teaching hospital for Howard University, to
transfer Freedmen’s Hospital to the univer-
sity, and for other purposes (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED BY INTERNA-
TIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION

Two letters from the Assistant Secretary of
Btate, transmitting, pursuant to law, recom-
mendations adopted by the International
Labor Conferences at Geneva, May 1958 and
June 24, 18568 (with accompanying papers);

to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

FOR

RESOLUTIONS OF GENERAL AS-
SEMBLY OF RHODE ISLAND

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, and my colleague, the
senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GreEn], I present a resolution memo-
rializing Congress to work for the pas-
sage of a U.S. constitutional amendment
denying any State an unfair process of
taxation adopted by the General As-
sembly of the State of Rhode Island at
the January session 1959, and I ask that
the resolution be appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary, and, under the rule, or-
dered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

SENATE RESOLUTION 550
Resolution memorializing Congress to work
for the passage of a U.S. constitutional
amendment denying any State an unfair
process of taxation

Whereas it has ever been the unending

crucade of the citizens of the State of Rhode
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Island and Providence Plantations to uphold
the freedom of the individual from unjust
acts; and

Whereas sald State of Rhode Island and
Providence Plantations has never sought to
take advantage of the citizens of neighbor-
ing States that are employed within the
border of this State by dual taxation on
earnings; and

Whereas a Commonwealth which having
built its history upon the premise of war
against unfair taxation, dating back to Rev-
olutionary days now does seek to extract
from wage earners of other States an unjust
tax without representation: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the members of the gen-
eral assembly now memorialize Congress to
work for the passage of a U.S. constitutional
amendment denying any State this unfair
process of taxation; and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state be
and he is hereby authorized and directed
to transmit duly certified copies of this
resolution to the Senators and Representa-
tives from Rhode Island in the Congress of
the United States asking each to give im-
mediate attention to the need for such a
U.S. constitutional amendment and to work
for its passage.

AvugusT P. LAFRANCE,
Secretary of State.

Mr. PASTORE., Mr. President, on he-
half of myself and my colleague, the
senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Greex], I present a resolution memori-
alizing the Congress of the United States
to enact the passage of bill, 8. 925, deal-
ing with the Immigration and National-
ity Act and adopted by the General As-
sembly of the State of Rhode Island at
the January session, 1959, and request it
be appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary, and, under the rule,
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

House RESOLUTION 1433

Resolution memorializing the Congress of the
United States to enact the passage of bill,
S. 925, dealing with the Immigration and
Nationality Act (McCarran-Walter law)

Whereas Senate bill 925 has been intro-
duced in the Senate of the United States
which would grant nonquota status to cer-
tain immigrants who are brothers, sisters,
sons, or daughters of U.S. citizens;

Whereas efforts have been exerted for many
years by the American Committee on Italian
Migration—member agency of the Natlonal
Catholic Resettlement Council—for legisla-
tion to help resolve the urgent and pressing
problem of the fourth preference quota on
the grounds that it is unfair to permit U.S.
cltizens to file petitions for their brothers,
sisters, sons, or daughters, granting them
approval, and then letting them pile up in
huge backlogs at the American consulates
abroad approved without the hope of any
visas being issued. Fourth preference visas
can be issued only when deficiencies occur in
the first, second, or third preferences, which
are alloted 100 percent of the gquota—a rare
and unlikely occurrence especially in coun-
irles with low quota numbers.

Resolved, That the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island respectfully re-
quests that the Congress of the United States
pass Senate bill 925; directing the secretary
of state to transmit a duly certified copy of
this to the President of the United States, to
the presiding officers of both Houses in the
Congress of the United States, and to the
Senators and Representatives from Rhode
Island In said Congress.

AUGUST P. LAFRANCE,
Secretury of S:iute.

May 12

U.S. FORESTRY PROGRAM—
RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a resolution in
support of the U.S. forestry program, as
adopted by the Board of Commissioners
of Itasca County, Minn., on May 5, be
printed in the Recorp and referred to
the appropriate committee.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to
be printed in the REcorb, as follows:

REesoLUTION 5-59-12

Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture has
submitted to the U.S. Congress a program for
the national forests which sets forth long-
range objectives for development and use of
the forests and for research work which will
be of benefit to all forestry programs; and

Whereas a substantial part of the Chip-
pewa National Forest is located in Itasca
County and the improvement of roads, recre-
ation facilities, fire protection and the in-
creased planting and harvesting of timber is
important to the people of Itasca County;
and

Whereas the research program of the U.S.
Forest Service is important in providing in-
formation for the management of county-
owned lands as well as other lands used for
forestry purposes and which are a vital part
of the economy of the entire northern Min-
nesota area: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That this Board of Commis-
sioners of Itasca County, Minn., does hereby
urge the Congress of the United States to
give favorable consideration to the program
for national forests as outlined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and take the appro-
priate action to implement the program; be
it further

Resolved, That certified copies of this reso-
lution be sent to Congressman H, D, CooLEY,
chairman of the House Committee on Agri-
culture, and to the Senators and Congress-
men from Minnesota,

PLIGHT OF TIBETAN PEOPLE—
RESOLUTION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp a resolution adopted by the
Diocesan Union of Holy Name Societies
of the Diocese of Rockville Centre, Long
Island, N.Y., expressing sympathy for
the plight of the Tibetan people.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Whereas on May 23, 1951, the Chinese
Communist government signed an agree-
ment to preserve the political and religious
autonomy of the Tibetan people; and

Whereas the Tibet local government under
its head, the Dalal Lama, has recently been
ordered dissolved by the Chinese Commu-
nist government; and

Whereas the Chinese Communist govern-
ment has barbarously intervened to deprive
the Tibetan people of their political and
religious autonomy; and

Whereas the United States has long been
urged by some factions to grant diplomatic
recognition to the Chinese Communist gov-
ernment, and to support its request for ad-
mission to the United Nations, on the basis
that the Chinese Communists were different
from the Russian Communists, and were
only agrarian reformers: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Diocesan Union of Holy
Name Societies of the Diocese of Rockville
Centre, That we express our sympathy for
the plight of the Tibetan pzople; and be it
furcher
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Resolved, That we urge the U.S. Govern-
ment to continue its policy of not granting
diplomatic recognition to Communist China
and of not supporting its request for admis-
sion to the United Nations.

HEMPSTEAD, N.Y., May 3, 1959,

RESOLUTION OF DAIRY FARMERS
OF AMERICA, INC., SELKIRK, N.Y.

Mr. JAVITS. -Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a resolution adopted by the
Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., of Sel-
kirk, N.Y., relating to farm prices.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrp, as follows:

RESOLUTION oOF THE DAY FARMERS OF
AMERICA, INC., SELKIRE, N.Y.

Whereas the Department of Agriculture
recently stated that the farmer’s share of the
consumer’s food dollar in 1958 amounted to
40 cents, compared with the 53 cents received
in 1946;

Whereas the Department also stated that
present indications are the farmer will re-
ceive less of the food dollar in 1959 than in
1958;

Whereas the present farm program has
failed to increase farmers’ income; and

Whereas the Congress needs to take action
to improve farm income: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Onondaga County
Dairy Farmers of America in session this 5th
day of May request the Congress to pass leg-
islation to encourage an upward trend in
farm prices; and further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to you, Senator KENNETH KEATING, and
Congressman R. WALTER RIEHLMAN.

Respectfully yours,
WALLACE GREVELDING,
President.
JoHN SUTTER, Secretary.

JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO
HOUSES—ADDRESS BY KING
BAUDOUIN OF THE BELGIANS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Myr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoT-
TON in the chair), Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Pursuant to the previous order the
Senate will stand in recess, subject to the
call of the Chair.

Thereupon, at 12 o'clock and 15 min-
utes p.m., pursuant to the order entered
vesterday, the Senate took a recess, sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

The Senate, preceded by the Secre-
tary (Felton M, Johnston), the Sergeant
at Arms (Joseph C. Duke), the Vice
President, and the President pro tem-
pore, proceeded to the Hall of the House
of Representatives for the purpose of
attending the joint meeting of the two
Houses to hear the address to be delivered
by King Baudouin of the Belgians.

(For the address delivered by the King
of the Belgians, see p. 8007 of the
House proceedings in today's CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.)
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RESUMPTION OF LEGISLATIVE
SESSION
The Senate returned to its Chamber
at 12 o'clock and 56 minutes p.m., and
reassembled when called to order by the
President pro tempore.

COMMENT ON ADDRESS TO CON-
GRESS BY BAUDOUIN, KING OF
THE BELGIANS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have listened to many memorable ad-
dresses delivered before joint sessions of
the U.S. Congress. I have listened with
great attention to such persons as Prime
Minister Sir Winston Churchill, Madam
Chiang Kai-shek, Prime Minister Clem-
ent Attlee, and others.

But I think the speech delivered today
by the King of the Belgians, with its
emphasis on peace, youth, and better
understanding, is one of the outstanding
messages ever delivered to a joint ses-
sion of the U.S. Congress. The point he
made that it takes 20 years to make a
man and only 20 seconds to destroy him
is one worth taking to our hearts.

Mr. President, King Baudouin has hon-
ored us with a great speech and we are
grateful to him for the sentiments ex-
pressed. He represented his country, his
person, and his ideals in a way which
will cement Belgian-American relations
and make for a better understanding
between us. The Senate wishes the King
and his country well.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I wish to
endorse the remarks of the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] with respect
to the magnificent address which was
delivered at the joint meeting of Con-
gress by the King of the Belgians.

It was one of the finest addresses,
if not the finest, by the head of a foreign
government, which we have been privi-
leged to hear at a joint meeting of Con-
gress. The sincerity with which it was
delivered touched the hearts of everyone
who was privileged to hear it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I echo
the sentiments which have been ex-
pressed with reference to the masterful
and brilliant address delivered by the
King of the Belgians at the joint meet-
ing of Congress. Seldom have we been
privileged to hear such emphasis, in
such a profound, philosophical way, on
two themes which His Majesty dwelled
on particularly, peace and youth. He
could not have chosen any other subject
on which he would find such great and
enthusiastic response from everyone in
this country.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I join
with the Senators who have commended
to the Senate and to the country the
address delivered today at the joint
meeting of Congress by the King of the
Belgians. It was a great address in
many respects, moving and philosophical.

We are preoccupied, as is natural and
necessary with our difficulties with So-
viet Russia and with the conflict between
the democratic and the Communist
worlds. We are concerned, and properly
so, with our military strength to assure
our security. We also concern ourselves
with many economic measures to assist
other countries, because it is right to
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do so, and to maintain a democratic
balance of power in the world.

Nevertheless we forget at times a great
source of unity between the democratic
and non-Communist countries, which
the King of the Belgians brought to our
minds today. It is this:

The democratic and non-Communist
countries, in their most essential sense,
differ from the Communist countries in
that our systems are derived from spirit-
ual sources. The Communist world re-
jects this fundamental thesis—it rejects
any Supreme Being, and our concept
that man’s proudest freedoms are derived
from spiritual law. It is a point of unity
which we forget and which we neglect.
It is a great source of spiritual power
between the non-Communist countries
which we ought to understand and which
could move many peoples throughout
the world. The King recognized this
in his speech. It was a profound ad-
dress, philosophically and spiritually—
and because it was, it moved all of those
who heard it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
am sure that every Member of Congress
who was privileged to hear the address
delivered by the King of the Belgians
was deeply moved and greatly im-
pressed not only by the eloquence of the
address but by the profoundness of its
philosophy, and the meaning of the
words expressed.

Mr. President, I found the address
most remarkable for two reasons, First
of all, it was a completely affirmative
and constructive message which laid be-
fore the Congress of the United States
and the American people an attitude of
mind and spirit which I think it would
be well for us to emulate.

The King, in his remarks, did not re-
sort to an appeal to negative qualities, or
even to an attack upon those who
threaten the peace of the world. Rather,
he appealed to man’s sense of decency
and justice, and he urged upon us the
realization of our responsibilities as a
great power and as a great people.

Secondly, Mr. President, I was im-
pressed by the emphasis in the message
upon peace and youth. I shall long re-
member what the King had to say, and
I can only paraphrase it, and most in-
adequately: It takes 20 years to make a
young man, but only 20 seconds to de-
stroy his life. That analogy will be
remembered by the listeners of the ad-
dress and by the public in general for
years to come. It tells us in a few short
words the many difficulties a nation has
in building the peace; the careful, con-
structive, creative work which must go
into building conditions that are con-
ducive to peace It also tells us what
mankind has been able to perfect in
terms of destruction, which can lead to
catastrophe.

The emphasis upon youth in a nation
of young was most appropriate. I trust
we may support the idealism which that
phrase reveals, and that the faith and
courage which are so typical of youth
will stand us well in the years to come.

I wish to thank the Belgian people for
giving us the privilege of hearing their
King. I wish to associate myself with
the comments of my colleagues in praise,
not only of the man and the office he
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holds, but of the message and the ideals
and hopes expressed in it.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I join my
colleagues in expressing my thanks to the
King of the Belgians for the great mes-
sage he delivered to the Congress of the
United States, It was a message not
alone to the Congress and to the people
of the United States; it was a message to
the people of the world. Of the many
great truths he spoke, I thought his defi-
nition of peace as the tranquillity of or-
der had imbedded in it a message to the
leaders of all the nations, because, after
all, what must be sought and accom-
plished is an order through justice, to
which the King referred.

As one Member of this body, I thank
the people of Belgium for sending to us
such an able leader with such a great
message.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with everything that
has been said on the floor of the Senate
respecting the address delivered by the
EKing of the Belgians to Congress today.
I also wish to make two points, to which
I should like to invite the special atten-
tion of my colleagues. The first point
is that the very person of this young
man, who spoke so optimistically of
youth, typified youth. It is very heart-
ening to us to see a youth in such a
position of responsibility and in full
command of the ideals of youth. Sec-
ondly, and very importantly, the King
spoke of democratic ideals. Yet he is a
king. I think that fact demonstrates
what is happening in the modern world,
all to the good, so far as we are con-
cerned.

Next, the King spoke of self-deter-
mination, which he sees as something
in prospect for the peoples whose for-
tunes are now so heavily the responsi-
bilities of the Belgians. I refer to people
in Africa. We see the modern concept
of trusteeship and stewardship by people
in a more advanced degree of industrial-
ization in behalf of less fortunate peo-
ple, so they can soon conduct their own
affairs and fully participate in all im-
portant matters which need to be de-
cided in the world.

So I wish to join my colleagues, first,
in thanking the people of Belgium for
sending us their King. Secondly, I wish
to thank the people of Belgium for their
free institutions, as depicted in their
ideals, so that on this day in 1959 a king
can be speaking his own mind and also
the minds of his own people.

FURTHER MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Youne of Ohio in the chair). Morning
business is still in order,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. CLARK, from the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, without amend-
ment:

S.1887. A bill for the relief of Alice V.
Tenly (Rept. No. 282).

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, without amendment.
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HR 4597. An act to provide for the train-
ing of postmasters under the Government
Employees Training Act (Rept. No, 283); and

H.R. 4599. An act to provide certain ad-
ministrative authorities for the National
Security Agency, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 284).

By Mr. FREAR, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia, without amend-
ment:

5. 685. A bill to exempt from all taxation
certain property of the Association for Child-
hood Education International in the Dis-
trict of Columbia (Rept. No. 285); and

8.1370. A bill to amend section 13 of the
District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of
1945, as emendad (Rept. No. 286).

By Mr. HARTKE, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia, without amend-
ment:

S.1159. A bill to facilitate the acquisition
of real property under the District of Colum-
bia Alley Dwelling Act (Rept. No. 287);
and

H.R.4282. An act to supplement and
modify the act of May 24, 1828 (6 Stat. 383,
ch, CXII), insofar as it relates to the corpo-
rate powers of the Sisters of the Visitation,
of Georgetown in the District of Columbia
(Rept. No, 288).

By Mr. BEALL, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia, without amend-
ment:

5.866. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act making appropriations to provide
for the expenses of the government of the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1911, and for other purposes”,
approved May 18, 1910 (Rept. No. 289).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service:

One hundred and thirty-four postmaster
nominations.

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on the
District of Columbia:

David Brewer Karrick, of the District of
Columbia, to be a Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimcus econsent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. COTTON (for himself and Mr.
STENNIS) :

5.1916. A bill to establish a Central Se-
curity Office to coordinate the administra-
tion of Federal personnel loyalty and security
programs, to prescribe administrative pro-
cedures for the hearing and review of cases
arising under such programs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

(See the remarks of Mr. CorroNn when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. JAVITS:

5.1817. A bill for the relief of Artemis

Toskos; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HUMPHREY:

S5.1918. A bill to amend the International
Clalms Settlement Act of 1940, as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)
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By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr, Case
of New Jersey, Mr. KeaTiNg, and Mr.
SALTONSTALL) :

5.1919. A bill to make certain changes in
the Immigration and Nationality Act; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. Javirs when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. NEUBERGER:

8. 1920. A bill relating to mining claims
on lands within the national forests; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affalrs,

(See the remarks of Mr., NEUBERGER when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. BIELE:

5.1921. A bill to exempt from taxation
certain property of the United Spanish War
Veterans, Ine., in the District of Columbia;
to the Commitiee on the District of Colum-
bla.

By Mr. BIBLE (by reqguest) :

5.1922. A bill providing a uniform law
for the transfer of securities to and by
fiduciaries in the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia.

RESOLUTION

Mr. CLARK (for himself and Senators
HumPHREY, JaviTs, O’MAHONEY, BART-
LETT, CARROLL, DoucLAS, GRUENING, HART,
JacksoN, McCARTHY, McNAMARA, MORSE,
Moss, MuvuRrraY, MUsKIE, NEUBERGER,
ProxmIrg, SYMINGTON, WiLLIAMS of New
Jersey, and YARBOROUGH) submitted a
resolution (S. Res, 118) to amend the
Standing Rules of the Senate with re-
gard to the selection of the Senate mem-
bers of committees of conference, which
was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr, Crarg, which
appears under a separate heading.)

FEDERAL SECURITY ACT

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, and the junior Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Stennis], I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
establish a Central Security Office to co-
ordinate the administration of Federal
personnel loyalty and security programs,
to prescribe administrative procedures
for the hearing and review of cases
arising under such programs, and for
other purposes.

The bill carries out the principal rec-
ommendations of the Commission on
Government Security, the 12-member
bipartisan group set up by Congress to
conduct a thorough review of :l1 our
loyalty and security programs. The jun-
ior Senator from Mississippi and I rep-
resented the Senate on that Commission.

We are presenting this proposed leg-
islation, as we did last year, to make
sure the recommendations of the Com-
mission are formally before the Congress
in bill form. I believe they furnish a
good pattern from which to work in
establishing an effective, consistent, and
fair loyalty and security program for
Federal employees, though I am not sug-
gesting they should be adopted without
thei‘. d’lotting of an “i” or the crossing of
a5t

The work of the Commission clearly
demonstrated the need for a full aver-
hauling of our present loyalty-security
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programs which rest on the confusing

and even conflicting philosophies ex-

pressed in a 1950 law, a 1953 Executive
order, and a 1956 decision of the Supreme

Court.

I believe the time has come for the
enactment of legislation to put the pro-
gram on a sound, permanent basis, with
adequate safeguards for the rights of
every individual affected, and I hope the
subject will receive early attention by
the appropriate Senate committee.

In this connection, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp,
as a part of my remarks, a statement I
submitted on this subject to “he House
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the state-
ment will be printed in the Recorb.

The bill (S. 1916) to establish a Cen-
tral Security Office to coordinate the ad-
ministration of Federal personnel loyalty
and security programs, to prescribe ad-
ministrative procedures for the hearing
and review of cases arising under such
programs, and for other purposes, in-
troduced by Mr. Corron (for himself and
Mr. STENNIS), was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

The statement presented by Mr.
CortToN is as follows:

STATEMENT OF U.S. SeENaToR Norris COTTON,
REPUBLICAN, OF NEw HaMPSHIRE, TO CoM-~
MITTEE ON PosT OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, ON LEGISLATION
To EXTEND THE GOVERNMENT EECURITY
PRrROGRAM TO NONSENSITIVE POSITIONS
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,

I am grateful for the opportunity you have

accorded me, in view of my service as a

member of the Commission on Government

Security, to express my views on proposed

legislation dealing with the loyalty security

programs for Federal employees,

I believe the time Is ripe for the long de-
layed, top to bottom overhauling of the
Government's loyalty security systems.

The Federal employee security program
grew up like Topsy during World War II and
the decade which followed. Vigorous efforts
on the part of the administration have pro-
duced some gains In coordinating the vari-
ous programs (there are some seven differ-
ent loyalty security programs), eliminating
abuses, and closing the loopholes. Never-
theless, the fact remains our present per-

" sonnel security programs are based on the
rather conflicting philosophies of 1950 legis-

lation, a 1953 Executive order and a 1956

Supreme Court decision.

An overhauling is sorely needed. De-
mands for it have echoed and re-echoed in
Congress for many years. Congress clearly,
and unanimously, expressed the need for it
in 1955 when the Commission on Govern=
ment Security was established and charged
with laying the groundwork for a thorough-
going revision.

A great public service can be performed by
consideration and enactment of a new
statutory basis for the whole loyalty se-
curity program.,

I am convinced this is the opportune time
for such an achievement. The heat of con-
troversy which so long engulfed the se-
curity programs has now largely dissipated.
The emotional basis which colored so much
of the discussion of the past is gone, Con-
gress, and this committee, can approach the
task now with a dispassionate calmness
which would have been impossible a few
Yyears ago.
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Furthermore, new tools are at hand. The
Commission on Government Security has
completed its work. Its 800-page report has
been available for almost 2 years. Ample
time has passed for review and consideration
of its recommendations. Numerous other
public and private agencies have completed
their own studies of the loyalty-security
problem and offered their recommendations.

Furthermore, mere stop-gap legislation
to deal with the decision of the Supreme
Court in the Cole case is no longer adequate,
in my opinion. Three years have elapsed
since that decision and the time for emer-
gency action by the Congress has long since
passed. Legislation should meet the long-
term need.

This committee, under the guldance of
both Mr. MurraY and Mr. REEs, has a long
record of leadership in the field of Federal
employee legislation. I hope the committee
will seize this opportunity to enact new, per-
manent legislation which will set the loyalty-
security program to rights. I urge it todo so.

I urge this course because a vigorous and
effective security program is imperative to
our national security and survival.

My convictions in this matter were rein-
forced by my service on the Commission on
Government Security, The first conclusion
which the Commission reached concerned the
inescapable necessity for a loyalty-security
program. We are naturally reluctant to
inguire into the beliefs and allegiances of
our fellow citizens, but the world we live
in has robbed us of any choice. It is fact
that the Communist still aims its weapons
of infiltration, deception, and subversion
against our Nation, probing unceasingly for
the weak links in the chain of American
security, Modern technology has only
heightened the dangers and increased the
needs. Dangers which were formerly days
or weeks away are now only minutes away.
Only a positive requirement for loyalty to
the ideals and aspirations which are shared
by all devoted Americans can suffice.

A loyalty-security program for Federal
employees and others in sensitive positions
is unpleasant, but absolutely unavoidable
necessity. Nevertheless, it need not be an
undue burden on our sense of freedom, jus-
tice, or fair play. I believe the recommen-
dations of the Commission on Government
Security pointed the way to an effective and
realistic program of security which grants
full recognition to the rights of individuals.
In fact, I regard adequate safeguards for
the rights of individuals as a vital means of
strengthening the security program. Public
confidence and individual confidence in the
fairness of the system is essential to its
operation.

The first prineiple which must govern our
program is a consistent, all-inclusive re-
quirement of loyalty. There is no room in
the Federal service for the disloyal citizen.
The American people are entitled to full as-
surance that their public servants are loyal
and worthy of trust. This requirement for
loyalty must be applied to every Federal
employee and every applicant for employ-
ment, whether his work will involve vital
defense secrets or the most menial and
commonplace tasks, The Cominission on
Government Security has suggested a spe-
cific standard of loyalty and recommended
rather detailed criterla for applying that
standard and I commend them to you.

To brand any American as disloyal carries
the gravest consequences. To inflict such a
brand upon a patriotic citizen would be
tragic. Therefore, I believe the most careful
and comprehensive safeguards must surround
every loyalty proceeding. No person should
be excluded from Federal employment on
loyalty grounds without every fair chance to
meet the charge. A full hearing should be
accorded, accompanied by a right of appeal
and a number of procedural safeguards, in-
ecluding, I believe, a right of subpena and
the right to confront the witnesses, re-
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stricted only by the most impelling con-
siderations of national security.

Even though he may be loyal beyond
question, an employee may constitute a
threat to national security because of back-
ground or character defects. A man who
simply talks too much may unintentionally
reveal important secrets. The sex pervert
or the alcoholic may be subjected to pres-
sure to ald the Communist conspiracy.
Such a person should not occupy a position
which provides even the slightest oppor-
tunity to damage the national interest.
But, at the same time, he must not bear the
stigma of disloyalty. I believe such persons
should be dealt with under the time-tested
suitability procedures established by the
Lloyd-La Follette Act of 1912. For 46 years
the act has provided a satisfactory and fair
basis for excluding persons from Federal
employment for the efficiency of the service.
These procedures can be easily adapted to
meet the additional requirements of na-
tional security. They offer the best means
of treating this problem. I am heartened by
the Committee’s approval of this approach
in its action on S. 1411 in the last Congress.

May I say in conclusion that I am not
suggesting that the report of our Commis-
sion on Government Security, even though
it was the result of long and careful con-
slderation by members of Congress and rep-
resentative citizens with the aid of an ex-
ceptionally able staff, necessarily contains
all the solutions or that it should be adopted
without the dotting of an “i" or the cross-
ing of a “t". I do assert that it sets up a
real standard and furnishes a good pattern
from which to work.

I am positive, however, that a sound legis-
m:;;e foundation in this field Is a pressing
need.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNATIONAL
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1949

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, dur-
ing the 84th Congress we passed legisla-
tion amending the International Claims
Settlement Act of 1949. The Senate
Foreign Relations Committee was then
aware of the fact that if tax benefits
were added to the benefits under the hill
providing for the amendment, as writ-
ten, it would be possible for some large
corporate claimants to receive more in
total benefits than was actually lost
abroad. At the same time, some of the
smaller claimants would not receive
anywhere near the amount of money
that they lost in foreign countries. To
correct this patently unfair and un-
sought for effect, the Senate Commit-
tee adopted an amendment which I
offered. 'The Senate accepted the
amendment and it went with the bill
to conference.

During our meetings, the conference
committee, of which I was a member,
was informed by representatives of the
Internal Revenue Service that the Sen-
ate’s interpretation of the bill as it re-
lated to existing tax law was inaccurate.
On the strength of that information, the
conference committee agreed to drop the
Senate amendment.

Subsequent to the enactment of the
law, I engaged in further consultation
with the Treasury Department. In the
course of this consultation, the Depart-
ment furnished me with a memorandum
on the law which in effect proved that
the Senate had been correct and that
the representatives of the Internal Reve-
nue Service had been wrong. I there-
fore urged that a new bill be prepared
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to correct the defect in the present legis-
lation. Such a bill was prepared with
the cooperation of the Treasury Depart-
ment and the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission. I introduced it in
the 85th Congress as S. 979.

My bill provided for the reduction of
any awards made under title IIT of the
act, by an amount equal to any tax bene-
fits which a claimant may have obtained
from writing off the loss upon which the
award is based, except that no award
would be reduced on that account to less
than $5,000.

In favorably reporting my bill to the
Senate the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions stated in its report that the bill
“will correct a serious injustice in the
provisions of Public Law 285, and that it
will insure a more equitable distribution
of the funds available to deserving claim-
ants”—Senate Report No, 612, 856th Con-
gress.

S. 979 was passed by the Senate on
August 5, 1957, but the House of Repre-
sentatives took no action on it.

Recent statements by the Chairman of
the Foreign Claims Settlement Commis-
sion have confirmed the doubts which I
expressed almost 4 years ago. It ap-
pears, for example, that the Hungarian
claims fund will have in it about $3 mil-
lion and that the awards against it will
exceed $45 million. Claimants without
tax benefits will, therefore, be com-
pensated to the extent of no more than
7 percent. Claimants who were able to
obtain tax benefits will be able to reduce
their losses by a substantially higher per-
centage and, in some cases, even register
windfall gains.

I do not think we should close our eyes
to the tax benefits which claimants may
have received, and pay the same 7 per-
cent to the man who has never been able
to cut down his loss as well as to the man
who has reduced his less by more than
90 percent.

Therefore, I introduce for appropriate
reference another bill to amend the In-
ternational Claims Settlement Act of
1949. I believe that this bill will remedy
the inequity which has already been
demonstrated. Also it will prevent
claimants who were able to obtain tax
benefits from having windfall gains. I
send the bill to the desk and ask that it
be appropriately referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 1918) to amend the Inter-
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949,
as amended, and for other purposes, in-
troduced by Mr. HUMPHREY was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1959—
WORLD REFUGEE YEAR

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Casel, the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SavrownsTaLnl, and
my colleague, the junior Senator from
New York [Mr. Keating]l, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill which I
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call the World Refugee Year immigra-
tion bill.

Mr. President, as to the participation
of my colleague from New York [Mr.
KeaTING] as a cosponsor of this measure,
I wish to make the following statement.
The junior Senator from New York is
a member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary and of its Immigration and
Naturalization Subcommittee. Hence,
while joining in the introduction of the
bill, because of his interest in the gen-
eral objective of a constructive revision
of the immigration laws, and his inter-
est in an effective provision for refugee-
escapee admissions to the United States,
especially those from behind the Iron
Curtain, the junior Senator from New
York reserves his judgment and freedom
of action as to the detailed provisions
of the hill.

This World Refugee Year immigration
bill seeks to modernize the present Im-
migration and Nationality Act and to
make provision for the admission an-
nually of about 60,000 refugee-escapees
fleeing racial, religious or political per-
secution by Communists or others op-
posed to the free world; 40,000 refugee-
escapees specially would be admitted over
a 2-year period beginning July 1, 1959,
the date marking the official start of
World Refugee Year.

Representative SEymour HALPERN, of
New York is introducing a similar bill in
the other body.

During World Refugee Year 59 United
Nations members, including the United
States, have pledged themselves to focus
attention on the refugees, seek additional
financial aid and help develop a perma-
nent solution of the world refugee prob-
lem which encompasses the fate of over
2 million persons.

The immigration legislation we are in-
troducing would give the President the
authority to admit a maximum of 60,-
000 refugee-escapees per annum on pa-
role in the event of an emergency situ-
ation; they would be eligible to apply
for permanent residence 2 years after
their entry into the United States under
this program. This is substantially the
administration’s recommendation of a
few years ago. We must not be caught
unprepared again as to refugee-escapees
as we were at the time of the Hungarian
revolt. In addition, this legislation
would permit “pooling” of unused quo-
tas left over from any previous year;
also it would update the quota system by
basing it on 1950 instead of 1920 census
figures.

Also, it would eliminate various pro-
cedural injustices in the administration
of the present law, speed up the admis-
sion of immigrants who are related to
U.S. citizens and thus eligible to apply
under the fourth preference category;
and provide for the issuance of a total of
5,000 special nonquota immigrant visas
under the refugee-escapee section to un-
resettled, so-called hard core cases.

The recent announcement by Senator
EastLanp, chairman of the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee, that very shortly the
Subcommittee on Immigration and Nat-
uralization will hold hearings for the
first time in more than 3 years on major
bills including vitally important amend-

May 12

ments to the often discriminatory cur-
rent Immigration Act—Public Law
414—has long been awaited. For some
yvears now, attempts by many of us to
get consideration of amendments to the
immigration law on the Senate floor have
met the threat that our efforts would re-
sult in the defeat of miscellaneous, minor
but deserving immigration bills like last
year's Azores refugee bill.

At long last, a national awareness on
the part of our people which is attribu-
table in large part to work of many pri-
vate groups like the Zellerbach Commis-
sion of the International Refugee Com-
mittee, the U.S. Committee on Refugees
and others is stimulating immigration
law revisions. The United States has a
moral responsibility to its own citizens as
well as to the anti-Communist struggle
to assume its fair share of the homeless,
often hopeless refugee-escapees of Com-
munist and other totalitarian forces
within the broad framework of a mod-
ern, humane immigration law. Today,
our immigration regulations appear to
stand as a barrier before the very eyes of
those who have risked all in a gesture of
faith in U.S. peace leadership.

Bipartisan efforts in 1957 and 1958 in
the Senate to serve the national interest
and to carry out the pledges in both the
Republican and Democratic national
platforms of 1956 by enacting funda-
mental revisions in the immigration law
were constantly frustrated. Then in
late August of last year, the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee gave assur-
ances in a colloquy on the floor of the
Senate that the Immigration Subcom-
mittee would finally explore four key
issues—the national quota system, reset-
tlement of Iron Curtain refugees, speed-
ing up admissions of refugee-escapees
under Public Law 84-316, and action on
the enormous backlog of persons await-
ing entry under the “fourth preference.”
I hope that every provision in the com-
prehensive immigration bill we are sub-
mitting today to do this will receive the
closest study by the subcommittee and
the expert witnesses who will testify be-
fore it.

A major provision of today’s bill calls
for the admittance annually of a maxi-
mum of 60,000 refugee-escapees with an
additional 40,000 special nonquota im-
migrant visas to be available from July
1, 1959, through June 30, 1961, for the
pool of refugee-escapees awaiting help.
The pathetic procession of the dispos-
sessed which began from Nazi Germany
in the 1930’s has swelled to such tragie
proportions since World War II that no
area in the free world can remain im-
mune to the desperate predicament of
refugee-escapees.

It is reported that the free nations in
Asia are flooded with more than 1 mil-
lion refugees from the Chinese mainland
and now escapees from courageous Tibet
are joining their ranks as they flee the
Red Chinese. In North Africa, 170,000
Algerian refugees live in the most primi-
tive conditions. In the Mideast, Israel
has resettled 900,000 Jewish refugees
while little progress has been made in
resettling the 600,000 to 700,000 Arab
refugees. Nonresettled European refu-
gees, thousands from behind the Iron
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Curtain, total an estimated 175,000 with
another 25,000 anticipated in the next
2 years.

Since the end of World War II, the
United States has taken slightly less
than 25 percent of those European refu-
gees who have been resettled compared
to nearly 50 percent absorbed by Euro-
pean nations. Under the terms of the
bill we are now proposing, the United
States could issue visas during a 2-year
period to 40,000 or about 23 percent of
the nonresettled refugees in Europe
alone, which if they are issued at the rate
of about 20,000 a year would approxi-
mate the recommendations of both the
Zellerbach Commission and the U.S.
Committee on Refugees. Five thousand
of these could be issued to hard core,
unresettled refugee-escapees.

The bill's provision of $5 million in
grants to public and private agencies to
bear the cost of resettling and rehabili-
tating 5,000 so-called hard core cases
is as small as this because of the experi-
ence of other nations. Austria, Sweden,
Norway, Belgium, and West Germany,
for example, have found that the major-
ity of these refugees can become self-
supporting. Even if they cannot, fre-
quently, they are members of a family
group which has remained behind with
them in a camp to avoid separation.
Following their own resettlement, these
families could provide adequate care for
such relatives unable to care fo them-
selves. The U.S. share under this section
would absorb about one-tenth of the
hard core cases still in European camps
today.

By establishing 1950 as the base year
for the national origins quota system in-
stead of 1920, the present law would rec-
ognize that the U.S. population has in-
creased by 40 percent or some 45 million
people, during those three decades. Then
although the regular immigration quota
for any one of these named countries
would still not exceed 12,000 annually,
the allotment for Ifaly would increase 99
percent, for Hungary 93 percent, for
Greece 116 percent, and for Austria 136
percent. No provision under our existing
law has drawn heavier, more justified
criticism from our friends abroad as un-
just, inequitable, and hopelessly archaic
than has the present state of the na-
tional origins quota system. This change
is the most urgently needed revision in
existing law contained in my bill.

Title IV of the bill would facilitate
the entry of an estimated 85,000 indi-
viduals, principally from Italy and
Greece who are eligible for entry un-
der the “fourth preference” provi-
sion—they have reached 21 or are mar-
ried and are the sons or daughters, broth-
ers or sisters of U.S. citizens.

Those whose admission was already
approved by the Attorney General prior
to July 1, 1957, would now be eligible to
enter without reference to the quota for
their native land, thus speeding up the
admission of those who have become
eligible for entry since that date by cut-
ting sharply the waiting period.

Title I of the proposed legislation
eliminates the second-class citizenship
provisions in the present law which forces
naturalized citizens to surrender their
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citizenship if they reside abroad indefi-

nitely. Another amendment in the same

title ends the racial test for those of half-

Asiatic origin seeking to immigrate and

allows Asiatic and colonial peoples to

come in under the quota for their native
country.

No greater service could be performed
in the name of justice, humanity, and
our own national self-interest than that
as a result of the scheduled hearings on
major immigration bills such as this one,
the facts on our immigration policies and
their importance to our position in the
struggle for peace shall become clear to
every one of us. And no fundamental
revision of our existing laws would be
complete without a refugee-escapee pro-
vision which indicates by its very ade-
quacy that we realize the United States
must help the free world to offer those
brave enough to escape an attractive
alternative to communism and all forms
of totalitarianism. We must be pre-
pared to make attainable reality to those
now trapped behind the Iron Curtain
téhe prospect of some day living in free-

om.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a sec-
tion analysis of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the sec-
tion analysis will be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

The bill (S. 1919) to make certain
changes in the Immigration and Na-
tionality Aect, introduced by Mr. Javits
(for himself and other Senators), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The section analysis presented by Mr.
JaviTs is as follows:

ANALYSIS OF BILL AMENDING IMMIGRATION
AND NATIONALITY AcCT (MCCABRAN-W&LTEE
IMmMmIGRATION AcT—PuBLic Law 414, 82p
CONGRESS)

The short title of the bill is “Immigration
and Nationallty Act Amendments of 1959."
TITLE T

Section 101: Amends sections 212(a) (15)
and 241(a) (8) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act with respect to standards for
determining whether aliens are or are likely
to become public charges. The provision
which gives controlling effect to the opinion
of the consul or of immigration officials,
without adequate supporting evidence, is
eliminated.

Section 102: Amends subsections (27) and

(20) of section 212(a) of Public Law 414
with respect to standards for determining
whether immigrants would engage in sub-
versive activities. The consul and immigra-
tion officials would no longer be vested with
the authority, without restraint, to deter-
mine by their own mental process the prob-
ability of future proscribed conduct.
_ Section 103: Amends section 287(a) (1) of
Public Law 414 with respect to power of
officers and employees of the Immigration
and Naturalization Service to interrogate
without warrant persons believed to be
aliens as to their right to be or remain in
this country. Strengthens the term "be-
lieved” by requiring “with probable cause,”
thus preventing improper interrogation of
citizens.

Section 104: Repeals sections 352, 853 and
3854 of Public Law 414, which provide for loss
of nationality by naturalized citizens be-
cause of residence abroad. Repeals section
350 of Public Law 414, which provides for
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divestiture of nationality in the case of dual
nationality of natural-born Americans. Re-
peals section 3556 of Public Law 414, which
deals with loss of American nationality
through the expatriation of a parent.

Section 105: Amends sections 101(2) (37),
212(a) (28) (D), 241(a) (6) (D), and 313(a) (3)
of Public Law 414 by broadening restrictions
contained in that act with respect to persons
who have advocated a totalitarian dictator-
ship or have belonged to totalitarian organ-
izations. Nagzis and Fascists would, as a
result, be barred from the United States
without the necessity of proving, as Public
Law 414 now requires, that they have advo-
cated, or belonged to organizations which
advoecated the establishment of a totalitarian
dictatorship in the United States. This
clozes the loophole in Public Law 414 that
now permits Nazis and Fascists to enter the
United States and to become naturalized.

Section 106: By amending section 244(a)
(1), (2), (3), (4), and (5) of Public Law
414 eliminates the standards of “exceptional
and extremely unusual hardship” in grant-
ing suspension of deportation, substituting
the term *“serlous hardship.”

Section 107: Amends section 201(e) of
Public Law 414, eliminating provision re-
quiring future mortgaging of quotas.

Section 108: By amending sections
202(a)(5) and 202(e) and repealing section
202 (b), (¢), and (d) of Public Law 414,
eliminates quota provisions in the present
act which diseriminate against Asiatie and
colonial peoples. The amendment will re-
store the law as it existed prior to Public
Law 414, by which colonial peoples came
under the quota of their mother country.
Public Law 414 establishes a quota deter-
mined by race for Asiatic peoples no matter
in what country of the world they are born
while the quota for non-Asiatics is deter-
mined simply by birth within quota area.
The amendment extends the latter provi-
sion to persons of an Asiatic race and thus
removes the stigma of racial discrimination,

TITLE II

This title corrects certain administrative
deficiencies that have become apparent since
the beginning of enforcement of Public Law
414,

Section 201: By amending section
101(a) (6) of Public Law 414, restored pre-
examination (an administrative procedure
adopted in 1935 which permitted an alien
in the United States to become a permanent
resident by obtaining his immigration visa
in Canada instead of being required to make
the long and expensive journey to his coun-
try of origin for that purpose).

Section 202: By amending section 212
(9) and (10) permits entry of an allen who
has received a pardon for a crime.

Section 203: Amends section 212(c) of
Public Law 414 to restore the law as it existed,
and operated satisfactorily, from 1917 to
1952. The result would be to give the At-
torney General discretionary power to admit
an alien who is returning to an unrelin-
quished American residence of at least 7
years, with no requirement that the alien
was originally admitted to this country for
permanent residence.

Section 204: Repeals section 235(c) of
Public Law 414 which permits exclusion
without a hearing.

Section 205: Repeals section 241(d) of
Public Law 414, the retroactive provision
which makes an alien deportable for con-
duct prior to December 24, 1952, even though
that conduct was not a ground of deporta-
tion before Public Law 414 came into effect.

Section 208: Amends section 245 of Public
Law 414 which permits the Attorney General
to adjust the status of an alien temporarily
here to that of an alien admitted for perma-
nent residence. The amendment softens the
unnecessarily rigorous requirements which
an alien now must meet.
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Section 207:

(a) Permits judicial review in exclusion
and deportation cases.

(b) Establishes a statute of limitations
whereby no alien may be deported by reason
of conduct occurring more than 10 years
prior to the institution of deportation pro-
ceedings.

Section 208: Repeals section 360(a) of
Public Law 414 and substitutes a provision
granting judicial review for a person claim-
ing American citizenship who has been
denied such right.

Sectlon 209: Amends section 260(c) of
Public Law 414 by broadening provision for
judicial review of final determination by the
Attorney General in refusing entry to per-
sons issued certificate of identity as claim-
ants of Amerlean citizenship under section
360(b).

Sectlon 210: Establishes a Board of Visa
‘Appeals in State Department to review gues-
tions involving the denying of visas and the
application or meaning of State Department
regulations applying to immigration.

TITLE III

Section 201: Provides for the pooling of
unused quotas and their allocation the next
succeeding fiscal year to those on waiting
lists of quotas 12,000 and under (includes
Italian, Creek, Dutch, Austrian, and Eastern
Eurcopean guotas). Quotas are to be de-
termined on the basis of the 1950 census in-
stead of the 1920 census as is now the prac-
tice.

TITLE IV

Section 401: Amends Public Law B85-316.
Petitions for admission by fourth preference
quota immigrants which were approved by
the Attorney General prior to July 1, 19567,
will be admitted to the United States without
reference to quota. For those filing petitions
subsequent to July 1, 1957, therefore, the
waiting time for admittance would be greatly
diminished.

TITLE V

Bection 6501: Empowers the President to
direct the Attorney General to parole into the
United States refugee-escapees,.selected by
the Secretary of State, who because of perse-

- cution or fear of persecution on account of
race, religlon, or political opinion, have fled
or shall flee from any Communist, Commu-
nist-dominated, or Communist-occupied area
or from other countries or areas in which
forces opposed to the free world and free
institutions are at work, and who cannot re-
turn on account of race, religion, or political
opinion. Limits the number of such refugee-
escapees to the average number of aliens
authorized to be admitted to the United
States for permanent residence each fiscal
year since June 25, 1948, by any special acts
of Congress enacted on or after that date;
this would set a maximum limit under this
section of approximately 60,000 annually.
Sets up a procedure whereby the immigra-
tion status of parolees may be adjusted to
that of a lawful permanent resident by per-
mitting the Attorney General to grant such
adjustment in his discretion after the alien
has been in the United States for 2 years and
if the applicant is of good character, and if
the adjustment would not be contrary to the
national interest. Requires a report of such
adjustment to be submitted to the Congress
and if Congress does not register disapproval
then the allen’s entry would be recorded as
of the date of the allen’s last arrival in the
United States. Limits the number of aliens
whose status may be adjusted in any one
fiscal year to the average number of aliens
authorized to be admitted to the United
States for permanent residence each fiscal
year since June 25, 1948, unless otherwise
specified by congressional resolution.

Section 502: Authorizes the issuance of
40,000 special nonquota immigrant visas to
refugee-escapees for the period July 1, 1959,
to June 30, 1961, of which 5,000 may be un-
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resettled hard core refugees. This is pointed
to the reservoir of refugees presently await-
ing settlement.

Section 503: Refugee-escapees under sec-
tion 502 to be admitted only if eligible under
the Immigration and Natlonality Act except
for unresettled hard core refugees.

Section 504: Special nongquota immigrant
visas authorized in section 502 shall be issued
in accordance with section 221 (“Issuance of
Visas”) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, except for unresettled hard core ref-
ugees.

Section 5056: Authorizes $5 million in
grants to U.S. public or private agencies for
resettlement in the United States of un-
resettled hard core refugees admitted under
section 502.

Section 506: Definitions.

Section §07: Authorizes necessary appro-
priations to carry out provisions of this title.

PROTECTION OF FEDERAL TIMBER
ON LANDS INVOLVING MINING
CLAIMS OR PATENTS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
introduce for appropriate reference, a
bill which would make applicable to all
national forests those laws which are
now in effect in the case of certain indi-
vidual national forests such as the Mount
Hood Forest of Oregon, in order to pre-
vent the free and automatic conveyance
of surface resources when a mining
patent is granted on these public lands.

I am joined in sponsoring this pro-
posed legislation by my colleagues, the
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, the junior Senafor from Mon-
tana [Mr. Mawsrierp], the senior Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr, HUMPHREY],
the junior Senator from Colorado [Mr.
CarrorL], the junior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. ProxmIRE], the senior Sena-
tor from Maine [Mrs, SmitH], the senior
Senator from Iilinois [Mr. DoucLasl,
and the senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, CLARK].

I ask unanimous consent that a short
statement which I have prepared re-
garding my proposal be printed in the
Recorp at this point,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the state-
ment will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (S. 1920) relating to mining
claims on lands within the national for-
ests, introduced by Mr. NEUBERGER, Was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

The statement presented by Mr. NEu-
BERGER is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR NEUBERGER

The bill which I introduce today is similar
to a measure which I presented in the last
Congress. It is designed to correct a loophole
in existing law on the subject of manage-
ment for multiple use of the surface re-

sources of public lands on which mining
claims are awarded.

At the present time Federal law gives to
a successful locator of minerals on Federal
public lands a fee-simple patent to the land
in question—without regard to its surface
resources which may have nothing to do
with minerals or mining. This fact is of
particular importance in our national for-
ests where management of timber, recrea=
tion, and watershed activities requires regu-
lation and control as a single unit. Congress
has recognized such significance in a series
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of acts passed over the past 25 years by which
a number of national forests have been re-
moved from the scope of the laws under
which mining patents convey title to sur-
face as well as minerals.

The provisions of this bill leave ample op-
portunity for all legltimate mining opera-
tions. Persons who locate mineral deposits
on natlonal forest land may occupy and use
the surface to the extent necessary to carry
on prospecting and developmental work.
Timber may be cut and used for actual min-
ing operations. If a claim is patentable un-
der the mining laws, a patent will still issue.
But it conveys only title to the mineral de-
posits within the claim and the right to use
the surface and timber to the extent essen-
tial to actual mining. Title to the surface
remains with the United States. The timber
belongs to our Government.

Thus, subject to the full privileges neces-
sary for actual mining operations, the U.S.
Forest Service would retain control over sur-
face resources and surface management for
all the other multiple purposes of the na-
tional forests. Yet it would be difficult to
claim that mining activities were not fully
protected and given every opportunity to suc-
ceed. And, provided, that legitimate mining
operations are given all the rights and privi-
leges necessary for carrying on actual mining
operations, I do not see how any direct de-
fense can be offered for giving to mineral
patentees, along within the minerals they
have located, valuable timber stands and
other important resources and surface rights
necessary for conservation and multiple-use
policies in our national forests.

It is bad enough that, under present law,
the United States has to convey with a min-
ing patent a fee-simple title that goes be-
yond the actual needs of even a sound, legiti-
mate mining operation, and conveys timber,
other resources and control permanently be-
yond the policies of the Forest Service. But
implicit in this situation is, of course, the
much more outrageous result that such a
complete title to national forest land may be
conveyed—land and trees worth many
thousands of dollars and perhaps very
important to some Forest Service ob-
jective or policy—and then no mining
may actually be carried on for years, or even
ever. These patents, once legally granted,
are not accompanied by any condition subse-
quent which would cause the land to revert
to the United States unless mining is carried
on. If the patentee, or someone to whom he
sells the patented former national forest
acres, wants to cut off all the trees, or build
a lodge, or a whole subdivision, I suppose it
is then his business. It is private land.

This outrageous result was illustrated by
the well-known Al Sarena case, which was
investigated by two committees of the B4th
Congress.

The need for extending to all national
forests the reform which has been realized
in the case of several individual national
forests has been conclusively demonstrated.
My bill would effectively accomplish this
purpose,

AMENDMENT OF RULE RELATING TO
SELECTION OF SENATE MEMBERS
OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEES

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, on behalf
of myself, the senior Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr., HuMPHREY], the senior Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Javirsl, the
senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'ManoNEY], the senior Senator from
Alaska [Mr. BarTrETT], the junior Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr. CarroLL], the
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doug-
ras], the junior Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrueNING], the junior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Hart], the junior Eenator
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from Washington [Mr. Jackson], the
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY], the senior Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. McNamaral, the senior Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the junior
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss], the sen-
ior Senator from Montana [Mr. MuUgr-
RAY], the junior Senator from Maine
[Mr Muskiel, the junior Senator from
Oregon [Myr. NEUBERGER], the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE], the
junior Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Symineron], the junior Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Wirriams], and the
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Yar-
BorouUGH], I submit for appropriate ref-
erence, a resolution to amend the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate with regard to
the selection of the Senate members of
committees of conference.

Mr. President, the gquestion of how
Senate conferees shall be selected is one
which has repeatedly given rise to con-
troversy in recent decades. The ques-
tion arises because the Senate ruies are
silent on this highly important aspect of
our procedures. It is the purpose of our
resolution to add a provision to the rules
dealing with this question, to prevent
controversy and conflict on this point in
the future.

Our proposed rule would incorporate
the principle stated in Cleaves’ Manual,
whiech is included in the Senate Manual,
that Senate conferees are chosen so as to
reflect the prevailing opinion of the Sen-
ate on the issues to be considered in the
conference.

Mr. Watkins and Mr. Riddick, in their
handbook entitled “Senate Procedure,”
likewise state that conferees are desig-
nated by friends of the measure, who are
in sympathy with the prevailing view of
the Senate.

However, the procedure set forth in the
manuals is not always followed. As we
all know, the practice is for the senior
members of the committee or subcom-
mittee handling the bill to be appointed
Senate conferees. Thus, the Senate is
frequently represented on a particular
bill by Senators who voted against the
Senate position, and in favor of the
House position, on the bill as a whole or
particular provisions of it.

This is an awkward situation for all
concerned. It is awkward both for the
conferees and for the majority of the
Senate, who—however much they respect
and honor the conferees as individuals—
can hardly be blamed for preferring to
be represented by conferees in sympathy
with the measure. As was said by an
English parliamentarian quoted in Jef-
ferson's manual, “The child is not to be
put to a nurse that cares not for it.”

At the present time, if a Senator wishes
to protest that the practice as stated in
the manuals is not being adhered to, he
must publicly or privately challenge the
conferees who have been designated and
ask one or more to step aside. For obvi-
ous reasons, this is seldom done. It was
last done, I believe, in 1952 on the sub-
merged lands bill. When, however, a
Senator does raise the question, the nec-
essary changes are usually made to give
the majority of the Senate a majority of
conferees. This happened in the 1952
case.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Under our proposed rule, the com-
mittee chairman or other manager of the
bill would suggest the list of proposed
conferees to the Chair in accordance with
existing practice. In the large majority
of cases the conferees, chosen by senior-
ity from the appropriate committee, will
favor the Senate position on matters in
dispute between the two Houses. In
these cases there would be no change in
present practice. In the few cases where
an adjustment had to be made, one of
which unhappily occurred a few weeks
ago, the senior committee or subcom-
mittee members who may be in disagree-
ment with the Senate position on a
provision in dispute between the two
Houses would still be appointed so long
as they did not make up a majority of the
Senate conferees. In almost all cases
the proposed requirement could be met
simply by adding other members from
the committee or by substituting one
member of the committee for another.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks a memoran-
dum which traces this controversy
through the years and cites some of the
leading cases.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be received and appropri-
ately referred; and, without objection,
the memorandum will be printed in the
RECORD.

The resolution (S. Res. 118), submitted
by Mr. Crark (for himself and other
Senators), was referred to the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration, as
follows:

Resolved, That rule XXIV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“3. A majority of the Senate members of
a committee of conference shall have indi-
cated by their votes their sympathy with the
bill as passed and their concurrence in the
prevalling opinion of the Senate on the mat-
ters of disagreement with the House of
Representatives which occasion the appoint-
ment of the committee.”

The memorandum presented by Mr.
CLARK is as follows:

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED RULE
RELATING TO SELECTION OF SENATE MEM-
BERS OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEES
This memorandum summarizes the argu-

ments in support of a resolution to add the

following paragraph at the conclusion of rule

XXIV of the Standing Rules of the Senate:
“8. A majority of the Senate members of

a committee of conference shall have indi-

cated by their votes their sympathy with the

bill as passed and their concurrence in the
prevailing opinion of the Senate on the mat-
ters of disagreement with the House of Rep-
resentatives which occasion the appointment
of the committee.”

A RULE IS NEEDED

The Standing Rules of the Senate are vir-
tually silent on the subject of appointment
of the Senate members of committees of con~
ference, the applicable rule (rule XXIV)
merely stating: “* * * All other commit=-
tees shall be appointed by ballot, unless oth-
erwise ordered, and a plurality of votes shall
appoint.”

In practice, the members have been elected
only once in modern times (on the Muscle
Shoals bill in 1925). In all other instances,
the Chair has been authorized to make the
appointments, and it is the practice for the
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Presiding Officer to have the Senators sug-
gested to him by the chairman of the ap=-
propriate committee or other member in
charge of the bill.

Since before the time of Jefferson the
principle has been acknowledged that the
majority of conferees should represent the
prevailing view of the body on the bill to be
considered. The current manuals state that
this is Senate practice. Yet in the routine
handling of bills, the alternative practice has
grown up of appointing the senior members
of either the committee or the subcommittee
which considered the legislation.

Necessarily, the prevailing view principle
and the seniority practice come into conflict
on some bills, and at such times either the
principle or the practice must give way, If
on such an occasion no Senator makes an
issue of the appointment of conferees—as
is usually the case—the seniority practice is
routinely followed, resulting in the appoint-
ment of conferees unsympathetic to the pre-
vailing view of the Senate.

The most recent such instance occurred on
March 25 of this year, when four of the five
Senate conferees on H.R, 5640, the temporary
unemployment compensation bill, had voted
against the Senate version, and in favor of
the House version, of the bill to be considered
by the conference,

When, on the other hand, an issue has
been made of the conflict between principle
and practice, the prevalling view principle
has usually been adhered to, but often only
after cumbersome and embarrassing maneu-
vers. Ordinarily, the maneuvering has taken
place behind the scenes, but sometimes it
has broken out into acrimonious controversy
on the Senate floor. Friends of the measure
have found themselves in the embarrassing
position of appearing to challenge the integ-
rity of senior Senators. The senior Senators
have found themselves in the equally em-
barrassing position of having to choose be-
tween resigning under protest or subjecting
themselves to criticism for insisting upon
representing a Senate position with which
they were out of sympathy.

To write into rule the recognized prevail-
ing view principle would provide an orderly
procedure for the future and obviate further
controversy on the gquestion.

THE PREVAILING VIEW PRINCIFLE HAS LONG BEEN
ACENOWLEDGED

1. The manuals recognize the principle

Cleaves’ Manual, which was reported to the
Senate pursuant to a Senate resolution in
1900 and which is incorporated in the Sen-
ate Manual, states in section 17:

“In the selection of the managers. * * *
Of course the majority party and the pre-
valling opinion have the majority of the
managers. It is also almost the invariable
practice to select managers from the mem-
bers of the committee which considered the
bill, * * * But sometimes in order to give
representation to a strong or prevailing senti-
ment in the House the Speaker goes outside
the ranks of the committee.”

This section of Cleaves’ Manual is taken
from section 1383 of Hinds' “Parliamentary
Precedents of the House of Representatives
of the United States, published by authority
of a joint resolution of the Congress approved
in 1898,

The current House Manual and Rules con-
tains even stronger language on this point
(sec. 536).

2. Presiding officers have asserted the
principle

In 1896, when Senator Hill of New York,
objected to the Chair’s going outside the
ranks of the Committee which had consid-
ered the bill in naming a conferee, the pre-
slding officer stated that“* * * no new prec-
edent has been established by the Chair,
It has been the custom of the Senate for a
great many years to appoint other than a
member of the committee reporting a bill
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on the conference committee™ (54: 2, RECORD,
p. 3857).

In 1935, Vice President Garner announced
that “hereafter the present occupant of the
Chair expects to exercise some discretion in
the matter of selecting conferees when the
Senate authorizes him to make the appoint-
ments.” The Minority Leader said his un-
derstanding of the rule was that “the major-
ity, at least, of the conferees must be sympa-
thetic with the prevailing opinion, which
must be the majority of the Senate who sup-
port the measure. * * *" Vice President Gar-
ner replied, “That will certainly be the pol-
icy of the present occupant of the Chair”
(73: 1, Recorp, p. 5296).

3. Many individual Senators have cited and
supported the principle

During consideration of the Oklahoma
statehood bill, in 1905 and 1908, Senator Tel-
ler said:

“The rule has been in parliamentary bodies,
not only in this country, but in others, par-
ticularly in Great Britain, that when a meas-
ure * * * comes * * * from another body,
the friends of the measure as it passed the
body (and it is true in the other House as
well as this) take charge of it from that
time on. When we shall have reached the
point * * * that there is to be a conference,
they are entitled to a majority in the con-
ference"” (58: 3, RECcoRrp, p. 2815).

“Whenever a conference committee is cre-
ated, it is created to bring the mind of the
other body to that of this body, and to bring
them together. It is not to represent the
view of the minority, but to represent, if
possible, the majority. Upon that theory the
majority of the proposition that passes this
body is entitled by custom and usage and on
principle to name the committee. A ma-
jority only of this body can pass a bill * * *
this body then is entitled to have a friendly
committee. * * *

“So far have the English authorities gone
on this subject in Parliament that they have
declared that it was the duty, when a man
was put on a conference committee or on
any other committee to deal with a subject
to which he was hostile, to refuse to become
a member of the conference committee or
any other committee. As was sald by a
distinguished English writer on Parliamen-
tary law, and as is quoted approvingly in Jef-
ferson's manual, ‘the child is not to be put
to a nurse that cares not for it.' * * * It is
only * * * in modern times—that the cus-
tom has grown up to allow the chairman
of the committee, however hostile he may
be to the bill as it passes the Senate, to desig-
nate who shall deal with the House in the
effort by a conference to bring the House
to the sentiment of the Senate. Everyone
can see that logically the friends of the meas-
ure are the proper ones to represent the mat-
ter to the conferees on the part of the House
and win them to the senatorial mind’ (59: 2,
RECORD, p. 4155).

During the 1906 debate on the same ques-
tion, Senator Foraker (Ohlo) sald: ** » *
the rule of the Senate which I * * * evoke
in this instance would but give * * * us
® * ¢ the benefit of the general rule that
obtains, lald down by all parliamentary
writers, that those who are the friends of a
proposition should go to the conference to
represent it (59: 2, REcorp, p. 4155).

During consideration of the Army appro-
priation bill in 1888, Senator Hawley (Con-
necticut) asserted that the rules required
“that two of the conferees shall be Sena-
tors friendly to the actlon of the Sensate.”
The Chalr thereupon stated that, in prac-
tice, conferees “are designated by the friends
of the measure” (50: 1, RECORD, p. 7223).

During consideration of the Cuban inter-
vention resolution in 1898, Senator Stewart
(Nevada) saild: “I remember that until
quite recently In making selection of con-
i rees, the Chair always has in view the idea
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of representing the majority of the Senate
upon that particular question where there
is a difference, and those constituting the
majority in favor of the measure, are en-
titled to have a majority of the committee
to represent their views. That has been the
rule; and I have never known an exception
to it until 1890. It was stated frequently by
the older Members 30 years ago that that
was binding in all cases™ (55: 2, RECORD, Pp.
4027-4028).

On the same oceasion, Senator Frye
(Maine) said: “* * * in my judgment, in
my place as conferee there should be ap-
pointed some Senator on the committee who
holds views diametrically opposite to mine.
The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] is the
real father of the proposition to recognize
the Cuban Republic now. He was persistent
in committee, has been persistent since, and
if I were presiding officer of the Senate, I
would appoint Senator Foraker as one of
the conferees on that committee” (55: 2,
RECORD, p. 4030).

During consideration of the Muscle Shoals
bill in 1925 (68: 2, Recorp, pp. 25562-2563),
Senator Underwood (Alabama) moved for
election of conferees in order to avert the
appointment of the senior members of the
Committtee on Agriculture and Forestry,
saying: "* * * according to the rules and
the precedents I think we are entitled to
conferees who reflect the last vote of the
Senate in passing the bill” (id., p. 2552).

And Senator Norris (Nebraska) who was
the chairman of the Committe on Agricul-
ture and Forestry who would be bypassed,
said: “* * * we ought to appoint conferees
who belleve In the action the Senate has
taken and are in sympathy with it * * *
This bill that was passed by the Senate—the
Coolidge-Underwood bill—was opposed by me
almost in its entirety. If we follow what I
think we should follow—the right kind of an
honest rule—then when the conferees are
appointed I should not be on the conference
committee from the Senate. * * * I had
determined, even before any suggestions had
been made, that I would not accept appoint-
ment on the conference committee, because,
to my mind, I would almost have to stultify
nyyself. I did not believe in the bill; I had
no faith in the action taken by the Senate:
I was sincerely bitterly opposed to it, and it
seemed to me that I should eliminate myself
and ought to stay off the committee, * * *
I think the fundamental proposition that
those friendly to legislation should be ap-
pointed on conference committees is correct”
(id., p. 2555).

On the same occasion, Senator Smith
{South Carolina) sald: “I agree with the
Senator from Nebraska that when the ma-
jority have expressed themselves touching
the prineiple of legislation, those in sympathy
with it ought, if possible, to go on the confer-
ence committee to meet the objections to
that principle which come from the other
House” (id., p. 2559).

On the same oceasion, Senator Edge (New
Jersey) sald: "* * * Speaking entirely apart
from the legislation at issue, it appeals to me
that the rule of seniority, so far as it applies
to the naming of conferees, is a very unfor-
tunate one. * * * I belleve conferees ap-
pointed on any measure should be Senators
convinced that the measure they are to con-
sider in conference is correct and is right.
* * * They should go into conference with
the enthusiasm of belleving the measure
should become a law" (id., p. 2560).

On the same oceasion, Senator Heflin (Ala-
bama) said: “* * * there is no doubt that
the dominant thought of the Senate is en-
titled to be represented on the conference
committee, and when we seek to get Senators
who represent that thought and have to dis-
regard Senators who are bitterly antago-
nistie to the view of the Senate we make no
reflection upon those latter Senators” (ib., p.
2561).
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SENIORITY PRACTICES HAVE FREQUENTLY BEEN
ABANDONED IN ORDER TO REFLECT THE PRE=
VAILING VIEW
Ada Chenoweth McCown whose study of

conference practice in the first 70 Con-

gresses (“The Congressional Conference Com-
mittee” Columbia University Press 1927) is
the authorltative work on this subject wrote
that seniority and committee membership
had little to do with the selection of man-

agers for conferences during the first 30

Congresses, By 1848 she noted that sen-

iority standing on committees appeared to

have some influence on choice of managers
by the House, but was still not the general
practice of that Chamber. In the Senate
there was no evidence of a seniority prac-

tice by that date (pp. 61-63).

During the last half of the 19th eentury
and during the 20th century the seniority
practice grew but on occasions when the
issue was raised that the “prevailing view"
principle was being violated the seniority
practice was repeatedly abandoned to permit
the majority of the Senate to have the ma-
Jjority of the Senate conferees,

In some such cases the original appoint-
ments were made without strict adherence
to senlority. In others the original appoint-
ments were made according to seniority but
were followed by resignations—sometimes
promised in advance—to permit substitution
of Senators favorable to the Senate view,

Examples of both procedures follow:

1. Departure from seniority in original ap-
pointments

Federal Reserve Act (1913): Every Demo-
cratic member of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee was appointed except Sen-
ator Hitchcock (Nebraska) second-ranking
Democrat (ReEcorp, Dec. 13, 1913, p. 1230).

Chinese Exclusion Act (1802): Senator
Reed (Pennsylvania) was passed over in
favor of more junior committee members
(567: 1, REcoRrD, D, 4424).

Cuban Intervention (1898): After a pro-
test had been voiced by Senator Foraker
(Ohio) that a majority of the prospective
conferees did not support the Senate posi-
tion, Senator Frye (Maine) who would have
been a conferee had the seniority rule been
followed suggested that the Chair appoint
Senator Foraker in his place. The Chair
adopted this suggestion (55: 2, REcomp, pp.
4027-4032).

Displaced Persons Act amendment (1950) :
An objection was volced to the original
slate of seven conferees proposed by Senator
McCarran (Nebraska) on the ground that
four of them had opposed a substitute
which was adopted by the Senate. Senator
MeCarran thereupon withdrew his proposed
names and moved that the Chair appoint
conferees. The Vice President then appointed
five conferees, including only three of the
original group proposed by Senator McCar-
ron, giving a majority of 4 to 1 in favor
of the majority view of the Senate (81: 2,
RECORD, pp. 4802-4803).

2. Resignations of senior members to permit
substitutions

Muscle Shoals (1825) : All three of the Sen-
ators elected by the Senate to the Confer-
ence Committee (Norris, of Nebraska; Mc-
Nary, of Oregon; and Smith, of South Caro-
lina) resigned following their election be-
cause they were opposed to the measure
which passed the Senate. Following their
resignation, other appointments were made
in order from the committee and three other
Senators (Keyes, of New Hampshire; Capper,
of EKansas; and Ransdell, of Louisiana) re-
signed for the same reason, thus making
possible a majority of conferees favorable to
the measure.

Federal Revenue Act (1038): Senators
Couzens, of Michigan and Keyes, of New
Hampshire resigned immediately after ap-
pointment, insisting they were out of sym-
pathy with the bill (74:2, Recorp, p. 10266).
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Agricultural Adjustment Act (1838) : Sena-
tors Norris, of Nebraska and McNary, of
Oregon resigned after appointment, the lat-
ter explaining that it had been “an unbroken
rule of mine that when I oppose a bill I re-
fuse to act as a conferee” (75:2, RECORD, P.

1768). They were replaced by Senators
Frazier, of North Dakota and Capper, of
Kansas.

Submerged Lands Act (1952): After con-
ferees were appointed on the Submerged
Lands Act bill, Senator Long, of Louislana
protested that three of the five had voted
against the so-called Holland-Connally sub-
stitute which had been approved by the
Senate. Senator Long contended the provi-
sion of Cleaves' Manual, quoted above, had
been violated. He entered a motion that the
Senate reconsider the appointment of con-
ferees (82:2, Recorp, p. 3580).

On the following day, Senator O'MAHONEY,
of Wyoming, announced that one of the
conferees, Senator McFarland, of Arizona,
had asked to be excused from service on the
committee and that the next two senior
men on the committee, Senators ANDERSON,
of New Mexico and Lehman, of New York,
had made like requests because they, too,
had opposed the substitute amendment
which had prevailed. The next Senator in
order, Senator Long, accepted appointment
and withdrew his motion to reconsider (82:2,
REecorD, p. 3678) .

On other occasions, protests at the ap-
pointment of conferees not in sympathy with
the prevalling Senate opinion have been
registered, but withdrawn upon assurance by
the conferees that they would faithfully sup-
port the Senate position despite their own
divergent views. Yet the necessity for such
demeaning public assurances would not arise
were it not for the doubt that inevitably
exists when the child is put to a nurse that
cares not for it.

Whenever the question of abandoning the
seniority system is raised on a particular bill,
the issue become one of personalities, As
was so notably the case in the lengthy and
harsh debate on appointment of conferees
on the Muscle Shoals bill, Senators seeking
to assert the right of the majority to select
the Senate managers are accused of im-
pugning the integrity and honor of the senior
Senators. At the same time, the senior Sen-
ators who would be bypassed are placed in
a bad light if in other cases other committee
chairmen and ranking Members have been
trusted to handle bills with which they were
not in agreement.

If the proposed rule is adopted, then the
selection of conferees in sympathy with the
bill in question will be automatic. The is-
sue will not have to be raised on the Senate
floor, as in the past, giving rise to divisive
debate and recriminations. And the prin-
ciple of the prevailing view, which has been
so often violated, will be regularly honored.

YOUTH CONSERVATION ACT OF
1959—ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
BILL
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the name of

the junior Senator from Nevada [Mr.

Cannvon] be added as a cosponsor of Sen-

ate bill 812, the Youth Conservation Act

of 1959, which I introduced, on behalf of
myself and several other Senators, on

January 29, 1959.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

FEDERAL ANTILYNCHING BILL—
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILL

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
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Senators HENNINGS, CAsE of New Jersey,
and ALLoTT may be added as additional
cosponsors of the bill (S. 1848) to de-
clare certain rights of all persons within
the jurisdiction of the United States,
and for the protection of such persons
from lynching, and for other purposes,
introduced by me on April 30, 1959.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FOOD ADMINISTRATION ACT OF
1959—ADDITIONAL COSPFONSOR OF
BILL
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the name

of the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr.

NEeuBerGER] be added as an additional

cosponsor of the bill (S. 1884) to trans-

fer the administration of the program
for distribution of surplus agricultural
food commodities to needy persons, and
for other purposes, introduced by the

Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEn-

NEDY ], for himself and other Senators, on

May 7, 1959.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL MEMBERS OF SELECT
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL WATER
RESOURCES

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has been requested by the Vice
President fo announce his appointment,
under authority of Senate Resolution 48,
agreed to April 20, 1959, as amended, of
the following additional members of the
Select Senate Committee on National
Water Resources; namely, Senator
TrOMAS MARTIN, of Iowa; Senator GALE
W. McGeEg, of Wyoming; Senator FRANK
E. Moss, of Utah; and Senator HucH
Scorrt, of Pennsylvania,

AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR
COOPERATION WITH GOVERN-
MENT OF SWITZERLAND, RELAT=-
ING TO PEACEFUL USES OF
ATOMIC ENERGY

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, pur-
suant to section 123c of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the
following documents were submitted to
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
on May 2, 1959: First, an amendment to
the agreement for cooperation with the
Government of Switzerland which was
signed on June 21, 1956; second, a let-
ter from the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion to the President recommending ap-
proval of the amendment; and, third,
a letter from the President to the Atomic
Energy Commission approving the
amendment to the agreement for coop-
eration.

The amendment would modify the
agreement for cooperation to permit the
transfer of quantities of special nuclear
materials, including U*, U*, and plu-
tonium, on an as-may-be-agreed basis,
for defined research projects related to
the peaceful uses of atomic energy.

I ask that these documents be printed
in the REecorp at this point.

7977

There being no objection, the docu-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

AMENDMENT TO THE AGREEMENT FOR COOPER-
ATION CONCERNING Civin Uses oF AToMic
ENERGY BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE Gov-
ERNMENT OF SWITZERLAND

The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Switzerland
desiring to amend the agreement for co-
operation concerning civil uses of atomic
energy between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of Switzerland signed at Washington
on June 21, 1956 (hereinafter referred to as
the "“agreement for cooperation”), agree as
follows:

ARTICLE I

Paragraph A of article IV of the agreement
for cooperation is hereby amended to read
as follows:

“A. Research Materials

“Materials of interest in connection with
the subjects of agreed exchanges of Informa-
tion as provided in article III and under the
provisions set forth in article II, including
source materials, special nuclear materials,
byproduct material, other radioisotopes, and
stable isotopes, will be exchanged for re-
search purposes other than fueling reactors
in such guantities and under such terms
and conditions as may be agreed when such
materials are not available commerclally.”

ARTICLE II

This amendment shall enter into force on
the date on which each Government shall
have recelved from the other Government
written notification that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional re-
guirements for the entry into force of such

"amendment and shall remain in force for

the period of the agreement for cooperation.
In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly
authorized, have signed this amendment.
Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the
English and French languages, this 24th day
of April 1959,
For the Government of the United States
of America:
Ivan B, WHITE,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for European Affairs, Department
of State.
JoaN A. McCoNE,
Chairman, U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission.
For the Government of Switzerland:
Ambassador HENrRY DE TORRENTE,
Government of Switzerland.
This is certified to be a true copy of the
signed original.
W. M. FULLERTON.

U.S. Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., April 15, 1959.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

DeAr MR. PrEsmENT: The Atomic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed proposed amendment to the
agreement for cooperation between the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America and
the Government of Switzerland concerning
civil uses of atomic energy and authorize its
execution. The Department of State sup-
ports the Commission’s recommendation.

The amendment has been negotiated by
the Atomic Energy Commission and the De-
partment of State pursuant to the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and is,
in the opinion of the Commission, an im-
portant and desirable step in advancing the
development of the peaceful uses of atomic
energy in Switzerland in accordance with
the policy which you have established. This
amendment would modify the agreement
for cooperation signed by the Government
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of the United States and the Government
of Switzerland on June 21, 1956.

The only revision being made in the agree-
ment for cooperation is contained in ar-
ticle I of the amendment which would per-
mit the transfer of quantities of special nu-
clear materials, including U*, U, and
plutonium, on as-may-be-agreed basis, for
defined research projects related to the
peaceful use of atomic energy.

Following your approval and subject to
the authorization requested, the agreement
will be formally executed by the appro-
priate authorities of the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of Switzerland and placed before
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy in
compliance with section 123c of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

Respectlully,
Joun A. McCoNE,
Chairman.

TR WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, April 22, 1959.
Hon. Joun A. McCoNE,
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington, D, C.

Dear MR, CEammAN: Under date of April
15, 1959, you informed me that the Atomic
Energy Commission has recommended that
I approve the proposed amendment to the
agreement for cocperation between the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America and
the Government of Switzerland concerning
civil uses of atomic energy, and authorize
its executlon.

The recommended amendment has been
reviewed. The only revision it makes in the
agreement for cooperation is that it permits
the transfer of quantities of speecial nuclear
materials, including U5, U= and pluto-
nium, on an as-may-be-agreed hasis, for
defined research projects related to the
peaceful uses of atomic energy.

Therefore, pursuant to the provisions of
section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, and upon the recommendation
of the Atomic Energy Commission, I hereby
(1) determine that the performance of the
proposed amendment will promote and will
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the
common defense and security of the United
States; (2) approve the proposed amend-
ment to the agreement for cooperation be-
tween the Government of the United States
and the Government of Switzerland enclosed
with your letter of April 15, 1969; and (3)
authorize the executlon of the proposed
amendment for the Government of the
United States by appropriate authorities of
the Atomic Energy Commission and the
Department of State.

It is my hope that this amendment will
enhance the very productive program of co-
operation between the United States and
Switzerland in the peaceful uses of atomie
energy.

Sincerely,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

DECLINE IN UNEMPLOYMENT

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I have bhe-
fore me a news release issued by Secre-
tary of Labor James P. Mitchell, the title
of which is: “Mitchell Predicts Era of
Prosperity.” The statement speaks not
only of the unemployment situation, to
which attention was called yesterday,
particularly the fact that unemployment
in April was 735,000 less than in March,
which was more than twice the expected
seasonal drop for that month. It also
points out that factory wages reached an
all-time high in April, averaging $89.87
a week. The statement also reports that
spendable income in the United States,
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after taxes, reached an all-time high in
the first quarter of 1959, and that new
construction has been running at a rec-
ord monthly rate of $4.5 billion since
last January. Finally, the Secretary
said:

Now let me make one thing clear: This
is very good news for our country, but it
cannot lead us to ignore the fact that there
remain valleys of trouble in our prosperity,
where people live who cannot find jobs. In
our general rejoicing we must not forget
them. We must have adequate area assist-
ance legislation, and we must have an im-
proved program of Federal-State unemploy-
ment insurance.

I assume that the Secretary referred
to the area assistance legislation which
was recommended by the President, and
not to the so-called Douglas bill which
was passed by the Senate, to which I was
opposed. Indeed, I had some reserva-
tions about the administration bill sub-
mitted to implement the President’s rec-
ommendations. Prineipally it lacked
sirong encugh provisions to prevent in-
dustry pirating, but it was a far better
bill than that which, to my regret, the
Senate approved. I commend and ap-
plaud the Secretary of Labor for the ex-
cellent statement which he has issued.
It is gratifying to all of us, I believe, to
realize that the serious unemployment
situation which has concerned all Mem-
bers of Congress in the past year and a
half is showing very great improvement,
indeed. It is truly a cause for rejoicing.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Secretary Mitchell's statement
may be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

MrrcHELL PREDICTS ERA OF PROSPERITY

Secretary of Labor James P. Mitchell today
told a business and professional group in
Miami that the United States was entering
an era of unprecedented prosperity in which
working men and women would share as they
had never shared before In history.

. The Secretary listed those economie facts
that made him confident of the future well-
being of American workers. They include:

Sixty-five million men and women were
employed in April, 1,200,000 more than in
March, and an all-time high for the month.

Unemployment in April was 735,000 less
than in March, better than twice the ex-
pected seasonal drop for the month.

Factory wages hit an all-time high in
April, averaging $80.87 per week.

The spendable income in the United States,
after taxes, reached an all-time high in the
first quarter of 1959 of $1,823 for each man,
woman and child—all 176 million of us.

The buying power of workers' pay checks
was the highest in history in April, because
the cost of living has remained virtually
unchanged for the longest period on record.

New construction has been running at a
record monthly rate of $4.5 billion since last
January, up 15 percent over last year.
© More steel was produced in March and
April of this year than in any other 2 months
in our history, including wartime.

New car sales in April were at a 22-month
high.

The value of goods and services reached s
record annual rate of £465 billion in the first
quarter of this year.

The Secretary added: "Now let me make
one thing clear: This 15 very good news for
our country, but it cannot lead us to ignore
the fact that there remain valleys of trouble
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in our prosperity, where people live who can-
not find jobs. In our general rejoicing we
must not forget them. We must have ade-
quate area assistance legislation, and we must
have an improved program for Federal-State
unemployment insurance.”

CIVIL DEFENSE NOW BARGING INTO
STRIKE DUTY

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
civil defense as it has been handled in the
Nation and as it is presently being han-
dled under the guise of Office of Civil
Defense Mobilization is a wasteful, un-
necessary, and enormously expensive
bureaucracy. It is as outmoded as flint-
lock muskets and tallow dips, and even as
outmeded as Civil War cannonballs.

Surely the Armed Forces of the United
States—especially the Army—are best
suited to handle civil defense functions.
At the outset of the War Between the
States, which we in the North call the
Civil War, Abraham Lincoln suspended
the writ of habeas corpus. He became a
virtual dictator.

If an attack were made upon missile
installations in this country by forces of
the Soviet Union firing missiles with
nuclear warheads from submarines off
our coasts or intercontinental ballistic
missiles coming from the Soviet Union,
it is a certainty that our Armed Forces
would immediately take over complete
authority, in order to save lives and to
engage in retaliatory warfare.

It is certain that no civilians with arm-
bands would be permitted to interfere
with the Armed Forces in the defense of
our Nation.

Mr. President, here is a quotation from
a recent news dispatch from Hazard, Ky.,
where three battalions of Kentucky Na-~
tional Guard were called into active duty
by the Governor of Kentucky, to help
maintain order in the coal-mine labor
troubles in that area of Kentucky:

Brig. Gen. Jesse Lindsey, Eentucky Civil
Defense Director, toured Perry and Leslle
Counties today in a jeep with a National
Guard liaison plane flying overhead. The
plane kept the jeep in constant radio touch

with Guard communications headquarters on
a mountaintop at Hazard.

So, Mr. President, it appears that in
the great State of Kentucky the civil de-
fense organization is being wused for
strike duty.

Mr. President, in that State, as in
Ohio—and, in fact, as in all of our
States—local police, county sheriffs,
State police, and the State National
Guard are available to protect property
and prevent people from being killed
when labor disputes or any sort of mob
violence gets out of hand.

Furthermore, if things are completely
out of line in my State of Ohio, in Ken-
tucky, or in any of the other States, it is
a fact that the Army, the Air Force, the
Navy, and the Marines are available to
protect property and save lives. Accord-
ing to this news dispatch from EKentucky,
we have now an added starter, with the
civil defense, headed by so-called Brig.
Gen. Jesse Lindsey, barging into the
picture.

Mr. President, of course, Brig. Gen.
Jesse Lindsey, who appears to be running
the civil defense show in Kentucky, is
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evidently a plumose pipsqueak, as wit-

nessed by the fact that he is apparently
clinging tenaciously to his former mili-
tary title.

Mr. President, it may be that civil de-
fense bureaucrats, such as this military-
title-clinging Mr. Lindsey, civil defense
director of Kentucky, who have very
little to do except to sit in their elaborate
offices, issue conflicting plans, and draw
their salaries, while the taxpayers sweat,
feel that it is essential, in order to re-
tain their jobs and to secure increased
appropriations from the Congress, to
move into more and more situations with
which we in this Nation have always
been able to cope before there ever was
an organization called civil defense.

Let me say, Mr. President, that it came
as a shock to me to learn that a paid
civil defense official has been using his
goiition and his organization for strike

uty.

Many of the thousands and thousands
of good American citizens who have vol-
unteered for civil defense work, and have
really spent many hours of work with-
out compensation, would undoubtedly be
shocked were they to know that in this
instance a State civil defense director
engaged in strike duty.

These good citizens who have been vol-
unteer workers can surely perform a
more needful public service in their re-
spective communities as volunteer fire-
men, volunteer auxiliary policemen, and
volunteer deputy sheriffs, to be available
in times of fire, floods, hurricanes, and
other disasters which sometimes afflict
our communities.

Surely, they will find it revolting that
a civil defense director has barged into
the activity of engaging in strike duty.

A CENTURY OF PROGRESS IN THE
OIL INDUSTRY

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, this
is the year in which the oil industry
throughout the United States commemo-
rates a century of progress. The vision
and perseverence of Col. Edwin P.
Drake were rewarded when, on August
27, 1859, he brought in the first well
ever drilled for oil. It occurred on a
little stream called Oil Creek, near Titus-
ville, in northern Pennsylvania.

There was born then the industry
which has since changed the face of
the world, made Americans the most
mobile people in history, and brought
more progress in the past 100 years than
man had achieved in the thousand years
preceding.

The August 27, 1859, success of Colo=
nel Drake was duplicated just 2 months
later in my State of West Virginia when
a hardy pioneer, Charles H. Shattock,
successfully completed drilling of the
first commercial oil well along the
Hughes River near Sistersville, W. Va.

For centuries, men had skimmed oil
from the surface of ponds and other
natural outlets—using it for heat and
light, for medicinal purposes, and for
such uses as the caulking of boats. But
only a hundred years ago were man's
first efforts crowned with success in his
systematic attempt to unlock this treas-
ure house of nature.

CV——504
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While the world well knows of the tre-
mendous resources of energy abound-
ing in the coal flelds of West Virginia,
many people have forgotten that our
State also held a preeminent place in the
early development of the oil industry.

The community of Sistersville on the
Ohio River in Tyler County, W. Va., was
first settled in 1802, and was plotted in
1815, but 67 years ago Sistersville was an
early and typical oil-boom city. There
an important part was played in the his-
tory of the oil industry. Many of the
industry’'s personalities of subsequent
national fame experienced their early
training there when, in 1891, the Sisters-
ville pool discovery well produced its first
oil. There, in 1894, was completed the
then largest gas well, with an estimated
open flow of 100 million cubic feet. And
there is the birthplace of the natural gas-
gasoline industry.

We are reminded of these develop-
ments and of the significance of Sisters-
ville—as well as the larger role of oil in
human affairs—in a most inspiring ad-
dress delivered at the Sistersville Oil
Centennial held April 16 this year by the
noted oilman and civic leader of Pitts-
burgh, Mr. Paul Gregory Benedum.

The Sistersville and Tyler County
Boeard of Trade made possible the cele-
bration held on that date commemorat-
ing the 100th anniversary of the discov=
ery of oil. I was delighted to be present
for a part of the day’s well-planned ac-
tivities. It was most fortunate in hav-
ing as the toastmaster at the culminat-
ing oil centennial ceremonies the Honor-
able Sam T. Mallison, former State audi-
tor of West Virginia, and distinguished
journalist, who has achieved eminence
in the oil industry.

The speaker for the occasion, Paul
Benedum, is a West Virginian, the son
of one of the early pioneers of the oil
industry, and the nephew of the world-
famous “wildcatter,” Michael L. (Mike)
Benedum. He delivered his thought-
provoking speech on the contribution of
oil to human progress and to the destiny
of America. Discoursing on the theme
that we have reached “A Point of No Re-
turn,” Paul Benedum referred to the
present renaissance of the oil industry in
West Virginia, as follows:

The history of the oil industry is a sym-
bol of American “do or die” achievements.
The great events of human progress—those
that have changed the way men live—are
not always easy to find in the history books.
Too many histories dwell on political
changes—changes in the mastery of men
over other men. Most political changes
are not basle; they are limited in scope
and time. 'I‘hey affect a nation, a culture,
a civilization; they last for a decade or a
century. They do not affect all men for
all time to come.

The basic changes come from man's
mastery over nature. They change the way
men live forever after, They are not wrought
by congquerors or rulers or even by states-
men; they are wrought by innovators—men
who learn how to do new things.

We owe the way we live in the discoverers
and inventors—our unknown ancestors who
learned to use fire; the prehistoric men who
first grew crops; the nameless geniuses who
developed the wheel; the early men who
discovered iron and the later men who
made steel abundant; the men who drilled
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the first modern oil well. To such men
we should raise our monuments. They are
the men who change man's way of living.
Thelir discoveries are the great events of
human progress.

Because - of Drake, the innovator, today
we live in an entirely different world from
that of a generation ago. We have been
propelled into the space age at jet speed.
I don’t think we should shed nostalgic tears
at the passing of what we call “the good
old days,” because really they were not so
good as they appear in retrospect. Instead,
we should seek for the central theme of
evolution. We must adjust ourselves to its
broad new horizons and equip ourselves and
our children to meet its terrifying responsi-
bilities, We must face up to the fact that
we have long since passed the point of no
return. We cannot go backward. We must
go forward in the fulfillment of our evolu-
tionary destiny.

In appraising our strength of today and
tomorrow, we start with a vast treasure
of material resources, but any valuation of
them would be spurious and misleading if
it did not take into consideration two other
factors—human resources, and a free,
stable, and solvent government.

Natural resources are worthless without
human resources in the form of men of
courage and dedicated purpose—especially
equipped to meet their respective responsi-
bilities. And both would be futile and un-
productive without free and stable govern=
ment. The three elements—materials, men,
and government—form the tripod in which
is wrapped up our individual and national
destiny. Any weakness in any one leg of
that tripod throws the whole into unbalance
and threat of collapse.

It is appropriate to point out, too,
that as the first century of oil progress
drew to a close, another resource, salt
crystals left by an ancient sea, had been
discovered in the area where the oil
began in 1892 to show in increasing and
better-paying quantities in the Sisters-
ville pool of the Marshall-Wetzel-Tyler
counties area of West Virginia—one of
the largest and richest developed in that
State.

This salt erystal discovery from drill-
ing previously carried on by the oil and
gas drillers of another day heralds what
may be a second century of even greater
progress, It gave birth to the founding
40 years ago of the petrochemicals in-
dustry in West Virginia and, of course,
it is a substantial prediction that upward
to 50 percent of all chemicals made in
the United States will be derived from
oil and gas.

And, referring to gas, from its humble,
small-scale beginning in western Penn-
sylvania and West Virginia, the gas in-
dustry has grown fto be America’s fifth
largest.

Like coal and oil, natural gas and the
gas industry have been important fac-
tors in the developmen: of West Vir-
ginia—but, as Paul Benedum so properly
declared in his address at Sistersville,
even these “natural resources are worth-
less without human resources in the form
of men of courage and dedicated pur-
pose especially equipped to meet their
respective responsibilities.”

. West Virginians are men and women
of courage. They are dedicated Amer-
icans whe will equip themselves to meet
their responsibilities for the challenging
work on the frontiers of the future.
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EMPLOYMENT

Mr. CLARK, Mr. President, I noted
with pleasure yesterday not only the
splendid improvement in employment
throughout the country and-the de-
crease in unemployment, but also the
paeans of joy with which the figures
were received on the other side of the
aisle.

I am certainly no prophet of gloom
and doom, Mr. President, and I rejoice
with all Americans at this Ilong
awaited and far overdue upturn in the
employment situation. I should like,
however, to sound a very short note of
warning. Much of the upturn is due
to the building up of steel inventories.
Steel companies will have to cut back
in the third quarter even if there is no
strike, and many workers now employed
will be out of work again.

Construction is relatively high, but
if we as a Congress do not pass a housing
bill pretty soon new starts will fall off
drastically.

The problem of depressed areas is
still with us. Depressed areas existed
before the recession and will exist after
it has entirely disappeared unless we
furnish aid.

The effects of automation are very
real. In many industries laid off work-
ers will not be employed again, and new
jobs must be created in other industries.

Discrimination in employment is still
a serious problem. Nonwhites are un-
gieremployed and need new opportuni-

es.

I note for the Recorp that in April
of 1957 265,000 Pennsylvanians were
seeking work they could not find. Two
years later, in April of 1959, despite the
strong upturn in employment, 413,000
Pensylvanians were looking for work
they could not find.

Mr. President, about 2 weeks ago I
had the pleasure of attending a confer-
ence called by the American Assembly,
under the auspices of Columbia Univer-
sity, at Arden House in New York State.
Some 60 individuals were gathered there
from all areas of the economic spec-
trum—business leaders, industrialists,
executives, labor economists, politicians,
and college professors. They found
that—

‘The average level of unemployment during

1953-58 of 4.7 percent, approximately 3
million unemployed, was too high.

Our present rate of unemployment is
5.8 percent, and our present number of
unemployed is in the neighborhood of
3.7 million.

I continue to quote from the findings:

Reliance on large-scale unemployment to
achieve price stability is intolerable in our
present society.

Mr. President, I hope that the May
employment figures will be better than
the April figures. I hope the improve-
ment will continue throughout the year.
I suggest, however, that we in the Con-
gress are in no way justified in sweeping
under the rug an unemployment condi-
tion which is reflected in a figure still far
too high for national well-being.
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THE STRIKE IN KENTUCEKY

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, a few
minutes ago the distinguished present
occupant of the chair, the junior Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Youncl, in a brief state-
ment made reference to the situation
which obtains in eastern Kentucky—the
strike in the coalfields which has been
marred by breaches of public order. The
Senator drew from certain facts the con-
clusion that the civil defense organiza-
tion of Kentucky had been used in strike
duty.

The Senator was kind enough fo give
me a copy of his remarks before he made
them; and, as I understood his statement,
the fact from which he drew his conclu-
sion was that Brig. Gen. Jesse Lindsey,
Kentucky civil defense director, toured
two counties in eastern Kentucky in a
jeep with a National Guard liaison plane
flying overhead.

1, of course, can understand and agree
with the concern of the distinguished
junior Senator from Ohio that the ecivil
defense organization should not be used
in strike duty. It would be indefensible.
I agree with the Senator wholly upon
that point. I appreciate also the Sena-
tor's forthrightness. I have great confi-
dence and trust in the statements of the
Senator.

I am not familiar with the particular
incident he has mentioned respecting
Brigadier General Lindsey. I wish to say,
however, since I have heard the Sen-
ator make his statement, it would not be
fair if I did not respond briefly. The
situation in Kentucky has been un-
fortunate. After the strike was called
there were breaches of public order, and
it appeared after a time that local au-
thorities could not properly control the
situation. After some time the Governor
of Kentucky, who does not happen to be
of my political persuasion but who never-
theless is the Governor of Kentucky and
is my Governor, made his decision to
send troops into the area. I think the
Governor acted with restraint and with
judgment. That opinion is held not
only by me but also by others. Re-
cently the Courier Journal of Louisville,
Ky., a very fine newspaper, published
quite a long editorial in which it re-
viewed the situation in eastern Kentucky
and commended the Governor of Ken-
tucky for his judgment in handling the
situation and for his final determina-
tion to send National Guard troops into
the area.

Having stated this background infor-
mation—although I have been there
from time to time and have kept in touch
with the situation—I think I ecan assure
the junior Senator from Ohio that the
civil defense organization of Kentucky
has not been used for strike duty. AsI
have said, the Senator’s conclusions
seem to be based only upon the fact
that the director of civil defense in
Kentucky toured two of the counties.

I know General Lindsey. From what
I have heard about him and from what
I know about him General Lindsey enjoys
a fine reputation in Kentucky. I am not
sure whether the general is a member
of the National Guard or is a Reserve
officer, but in either case I know he is
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an active member of one of the two or-
ganizations. I assume it was probable
that because of his position he happened
to be in these two counties at that time.

I do not think this is a situation which
deserves any prolonged discussion, but
I wanted to draw these two conclusions
myself: First, I am certain the civil de-
fense organization has not been used in
strike duty in Kentucky. Second, know-
ing General Lindsey, I am sure what-
ever his purpose was it was considered in
line with his duties either in the Na-
tional Guard or in the Reserve, which-
ever it may be.

PEACE THROUGH LAW

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
during the Congress of the International
Chamber of Commerce, which was held
in Washington this past month, many
important subjects were discussed.

One of the most important was the
subject of “World Peace Through World
Law.” This is a matter in which I have
been very much interested. In an effort
to bring about more effective settle-
ments of disputes between nations by
way of international law rather than
force, some time ago I submitted Senate
Resolution 94, which would delete the
reserve clause from our declaration of
acceptance of the jurisdiction of the
United Nations International Court of
Justice.

I am pleased to report that Mr. Henry
Luce, the editor in chief of Time maga-
zine, in a speech before the Interna-
tional Chamber of Commerce, indicates
support for my proposal—Senate Reso-
lution 94.

I believe that this address by Mr. Luce
entitled “Peace Through Law” carries an
important message for all Members of
Congress, Mr. President, and I ask unan-
imous consent that it be inserted at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

PEACE THROUGH LAw

(Address by Mr. Henry Luce, editor in chief,
Time, Inc.)

Three weeks ago there was held in Boston
a very special conference of lawyers. They
met, under the auspices of the American Bar
Association, to devise ways and means to ad-
vance the rule of law throughout the world,
soon.

At that meeting Erwin Canham, editor of
the Christian Sclence Monitor and now pres-
ident of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce,
sald:

“I have a feeling that in this meeting I
am in the midst of history in the making.”

Gentlemen, I hope that that is the way
each and every one of you will feel when
you conclude this great congress of hbusi-
nessmen. May you, too, make history, here
and now.

Perhaps you can make history by finding
some new directions for economic progress
in business terms. Or perhaps you will wish
to go even further. Perhaps you will wish
to unite your energies on something which
is really fundamental—fundamental to
civilization and therefore to economic
progress. That fundamental is the advance-
ment of the rule of law.

The honor and duty which President
Cortney has assigned to me today is to put
this cause before you.
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Economic progress is a tremendous thing
in itself. A good part of my life has been
devoted to prophesying the age of abun-
dance and to reporting it. The age of abun=
dance has now arrived in America and in
Europe. Elsewhere we see poverty and
misery, but far from accepting poverty and

as the normal lot of mankind, every
nation is determined to break out from this
poverty and the United States is sharing
and will share in the fulfillment of this uni-
versal purpose by government and by busi-
ness action,

The furtherance and the wise guldance
of the age of abundance is, I presume, the
prineipal business of this gathering. There
are many problems to be faced. But the
basic trouble with the age of abundance is
that it is also the age of insecurity. And I
do not refer only to the threat of war. Nor
do I refer only to foolish economic policies
or to corrupt practices. The trouble with
the age of abundance, on a worldwide scale,
is that one of its foundations is missing.
That foundation is the rule of law—the rule
of law both within countries and between
countries.

Now, however, the time is coming, and in-
deed is here, when all over the world leading
men are ready to get together to bulld that
foundation. Now is the time for business-
men to make history—to insist that the rule
of law shall be exalted and that the arbi-
trary rule of dictators and demagogs shall
be curbed.

There is talk these days of summits. The
true summit toward which we must start
immediately to climb 1s the rule of law
throughout the world. In that effort lies
th best hope of peace. And equally im-
portant, if we set out determinedly toward
that goal we shall find that our path through
all the unknown hazards of the future will
he marked by coherence rather than by
confusion, will be marked by confidence and
courage rather than by doubts and fears.

The rule of law? Is that not the business
of lawyers? Or of governments and politi-
cians? Yes, it Is and the lawyers are now
at work—lawyers in America and lawyers in
every nation of the free world. As for gov~
ernments and politicians, they have been
laggard. But governments too, and political
leaders, are now ready to move toward the
achievement of the rule of law.

The last speech made by Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles before he went to
the hospital was devoted exclusively to this
subject. He sald: “Often peace is ldentified
with the imposition by strong nations of
their ‘benevolent’ rule upon the weaker.
Most of these efforts collapsed in war. * * *
But the world of today is very different from
the world of past centuries. It cannot be
ruled. Hence the time is ripe for the rule
of law.” When Foster Dulles says something
he means 1t. We know that; the world
knows it. In that speech Secretary Dulles
was sounding the trumpet of a great ad-
vance. And I have reason to belleve that
Secretary Herter will press forward in the
same direction, vigorously and soon.

Only a few days ago Vice President Nixow
took up this cause. He said: “the time has
now come to take the initiative in * * *
establishment of the rule of law in the world
to replace the rule of force.”

Both Secretary Dulles and the Vice Presi-
dent were filling out the meaning of the
most significant passage in President Eisen-
hower's January state of the Union message.
In that message President Eisenhower sald:
“It is my purpose to intensify efforts * * *
to the end that the rule of law may replace
the rule of force in the affairs of nations.”

Last week Vice President Nixon made two
specific recommendations for U.S. initiative.

Omne, already promised by the President in
January, would revitalize the World Court.
The other would name the Court as umpire
of any future agreements between East and
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West (as for example over Berlin), the
agreeing nations to be bound by the Court's
decision in any dispute over what the agree-
ment means. These two proposals are part
of a major adminlstration campaign to
hasten the day foreseen by the late Senator
Taft whom Nixow quoted. Senator Taft
sald: “I do not see how we can hope to
secure permanent peace in the world except
by establishing law between nations and
equal justice under law. * * * The time
will come when public opinion will support
the decision of any reasonably impartial
tribunal based on justice.”

The World Court is certainly a “reasonably
impartial tribunal,” whose 15 eminent
judges know as much international law as
there is to be known. Unfortunately, theirs
is also the most unused Court in the world.
It has declded an average of less than one
case a year since the U.N. was founded, A
primary reason for this scandalous neglect
lies right on the doorstep of the United
States.

This reason is the Connally amendment, a
reservation to the terms by which we ac-
cepted the Court’s jurisdiction in 1946. The
Court neither has nor wants jurisdiction over
essentially domestic disputes; but the Con-
nally amendment makes the United States
sole judge of what is domestic and what is
not. This is bad law and has been ever
since Bir Edward Coke in 1610 declared the
sound legal principle that no man can be
the judge in his own case. (The American
Bar Association has long opposed the Con-
nally amendment.) But it is also bad for-
eign policy, with a built-in boomerang effect
against American interests. The Connally
amendment has not only weakened the
Court by setting a bad example to other na-
tions; it has robbed us of recourse to it.
Until the Connally amendment is amended,
as the administration urges, our bad exam-
ple will keep the Court in its present scan-
dalous idleness, and also frustrate any U.S.
claim to be a champion of law in world
affairs.

Thus I have laid before you samples of the
importance which the Government of the
United States now attaches to the advance-
ment of the rule of law. The measures to
which I have referred are only first steps. I
predict that in the next few years the Gov-
ernment of the United States will take giant
strides toward the strengthening and broad-
ening of the rule of law.

Now let me get back to the lawyers—and
then we will ask ourselves about business-
men. That meeting in Boston 3 weeks ago
was immediately followed by a similar meet-
ing in Chicago. Other regional meetings are
scheduled for the near future. If enough
practical progress is made, then in 1961 there
will be held somewhere on this planet an
assembly of leading jurists of all the free
nations—and I hope of the unfree nations
too.

All this activity stems from the historic
meeting of the American Bar Assoclation 2
years ago at London—London, the seat of
most of our American ideas about law and
some of our ideas about commerce. At that
meeting a remarkable young man, Charles S.
Rhyne, became president of the Bar Asso-
ciation and, taking up the sense of that
meeting, he has inspired hundreds of his
fellow lawyers, here and overseas, to help us
make the rule of law the major theme of
all international action. In the past 2 years,
American lawyers have gone all over the
globe—to Vienna, Lugano, New Delhi, Co-
logne, Tokyo, Warsaw, and in these places
have met with lawyers from many other lands
in attempts to find common grounds for
understanding of every kind of problem that
can arise in Iinternational law—problems
reaching from the technical details of court
procedures to the most fundamental prin-
ciples of legal theory.
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The lawyers of America are on the march—
in their historic role of being the creators of
the institutions of justice and of order.
Governments and statesmen are now saying
that, after so many horrible decades of inter-
national disorder, the time is ripe to demand
something better than peace-by-terror; the
time is ripe to builld new institutions of law
and justice and to invigorate all the institu-
tions that already exist. The time is ripe,
therefore, for the enlightened businessmen
of the world to make this cause their own.
If that happens here, if you agree—then it
is certain that glant strides will be taken
soon and within a very few years the whole
aspect of man's world will have altered
radically for the better.

As businessmen, your first and special re-
sponsibility is for the world of business. It
is primarily up to you, with the help of law-
yers and experts who are ready to help—it is
up to you to see to it that the rule of law
prevails in every corner of the business
world. By that I mean that it would be good
business if businessmen would spend less
time and money fighting for or against cer-
taln rules and regulations which directly
affect their own pocketbooks and would
spend more time and money fighting for
basic and universal rules under which all
business could prosper.

In recent years, the volume of interna-
tional trade has grown with amazing rapidity
in spite of all manner of arbitrary obstacles
and restrictions. All of us know the inse-
curity that envelopes international business;
if world business could get off the tenter-
hooks of legal uncertalnty, its rate of growth
would be many times as great as it has been.

A leading German banker, Hermann Abs,
has made a proposal of the greatest interest
and importance. He started from a practical
banker's concern for such matters as de-
faulted loans and the expropriation of fors
elgn capital. He wanted to deal with these
on a general basis of establishing what was
called a grand international convention
which would bind the signatory nations to
observe fair rules. To apply and interpret
these rules he proposed a court of arbitra-
tion. Mr. Abs called his proposal a Magna
Charta of international commerce. Here is
an example of the vast range and reach of
the law; it starts by dealing with practical
everyday matters and soon we are speaking
in terms of a Magna Carta, with all that
name means in the history of civilization.

Similar proposals have been made by the
International Chamber of Commerce; now is
the time to reactivate those proposals.

An immense vertical distance lies between
the everyday practicalities of the interna-
tional law of commerce and the goal of legal
restraint upon the warmaking power of the
greatest nmations. Yet the reach of law can
cover this distance. Law—internal, interna-
tional, business, and political—is all one
fabric—and anything we can do fto
strengthen and extend the rule of law in
our practical affairs will have its effect upon
the larger and higher problems of political
order.

Therefore, I belleve that every enlightened
businessman should work to bring about a
Magna Carta of international trade and in-
vestment. For at stake there is the pros-
perity of the world—and our American pros-
perity. At stake there is the future of free
enterprise—here in America no less than
abroad. At stake there may even be the
peace of the world, since nothing could so
vitalize the rule of law as to have it extended
to all business transactions everywhere on
earth. This would give to millions of people
the habit of abiding by the law, of trusting
in the law, and of prospering in the trust
and confidence which only the law can give.

When we speak of the rule of law, the
grand end we have in view is justice between
men and nations. Law is the only human
means we have of reasonably gratifying the
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human need for justice and of protecting hu-
man freedom. In our age, it is not enough
to make the rule effective within a nation—
though it must start there. In our age the
quest for justice and the establishment of
law, the means to justice, must be pursued
on a worldwide scale.

Years ago, one of our most popular authors,
Mark Twain, was asked to give his legal name
and address, He replied: "My name is Sam-
uel Clemens and I reside at 351 Farmington
Street, in the city of Hartford, in the county
of Hartford, in the State of Connecticut, in
the United States of America, in the world,
in the solar system, in the universe, in the
mind of God."”

You will note that the first part of that
stipulation is all very legal—city, county,
State, Nation, But when you come to the
world, there is no longer a legal ring to it.
There is nothing lawful about the world; it
is a lawless place. When you get beyond
the world, all is again legal, for both scien-
tists and theologians assure us that the uni-
verse and the mind of God manifest perfect
law.

Gentlemen, the task of our generation is
to make the world entire a lawful place—to
make the world at last a proper legal resi-
dence of men.

This is the task in which the legal pro-
fession and the governments of the free world
must take the lead.

It is also a task which, for every reason,
calls for the support of enlightened business-
men. You can be the decisive factor in
bringing about the rule of law. By making
this cause your own you will indeed be mak-
ing history—good history. And we shall be
able to look to the future not with fear and
doubt but with confidence and hope.

U.S. ARMY SIGNS $7.5 MILLION CON-
TRACT WITH FRENCH MISSILE
FIRM

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the days and weeks immediately ahead
during our negotiations with the Rus-
sians, the NATO alliance will face a
severe test of strength. Already its will
and integrity are being questioned by
some timid souls. We can be sure that
the Communists will try to sharpen and
exploit whatever differences exist be-
tween the partners of the NATO com-
munity.

I have no doubts about the funda-
mental will and firmness of our common
resolve, but we must keep working to
strengthen the alliance even further. In
this connection, I would like to con-
gratulate the U.S. Army on its recent
decision to purchase two types of French-
built antitank missiles for the use of
NATO. This decision will promote both
the economic and the military strength
of the Atlantic community.

One of the problems within the alliance
is to achieve an equitable degree of bur-
den sharing,

“Burden sharing,” a term used both by
the economists and military planners,
has military, economie, political, and, I
might add, moral implications. It is
especially concerned with the manufac-
ture of weapons. We Americans, as
leaders of the alliance, have often pre-
ferred to use weapons and equipment of
American design and manufacture.
This is understandable, but it has always
seemed to me that this policy should also
encourage the development and manu-
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facture of weapons by our allies. NATO
achieves its maximum strength when
each member of the alliance is pros-
perous, strong, and enjoys the respect of
the other members for its abilities and
skills,

The recently announced American
contract to procure two French designed
and produced antitank missiles is a long
step toward building mutual confidence
in NATO. Recently, the U.S. Army an-
nounced that it has given a $7.5 million
contract to Nord Aviation of Paris.
This is a straight cash-and-carry ar-
rangement. The costs of this purchase
do not come from mutual security funds.
The Army has simply found that the
French had produced two remote-con-
trolled, antitank missiles which turned
out to be the best buy available. The
contract calls for a $6.5 million expend-
iture for the SS-10 missile, which is
fully developed and operational, and $1
million to buy and test the SS-11 mis-
sile, which has more than double the
range of the SS-10.

The value of these weapons is great.
The SS-10, which has already been
adopted as standard equipment by our
Army, has a unit cost of $755; while the
more advanced SS-11 will cost about
$1,000. These missiles are capable of
knocking out any tank in existence, in-
cluding tanks like our own M-48, 52
tonner, which cost $139,000 each. These
new French missiles, designed basically
for use with ground forces, will soon be
incorporated into the equipment used
by our NATO forces in Germany. It is
a good guess, and this is no security
violation, that in the near future these
missiles will also become part of the
equipment of our forces in Korea and of
the new mobile Strategic Army Corps
stationed here in the United States.

This welcome step by the Army should
serve as a model for the future. Our
European allies represent one of the
world’s most highly concentrated pools
of industrial skills and resources. Too
often they have been neglected in build-
ing a common defense for the free world.
A new policy based on greater use of
these resources would have many ad-
vantages, including its contribution to
greater military standardization, a No.
1 military priority in NATO.

Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands,
who for a number of years has spoken
with uncommon wisdom on aviation and
NATO matters, recently touched on this
problem at a meeting of the World Con-
gress of Flight. He pointed out that
NATO relies on about 40 different types
of aircraft in its operations, whereas
the Warsaw Pact countries use only
about 15 types. This has been one of
NATO’s troublesome problems, In the
prepared text of his address, Prince
Bernhard said only that there was
“hope” that NATO might cooperate
more fully as the more advanced weap-
ons are developed. But, when he heard
the news about the Army’s purchase of
the French missiles, he cited it is as a
perfect example of one way to improve
and strengthen the alliance.

It is clearly in our enlightened self-
interest to pursue this new poliey fur-
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ther. If we encourage our allies to de-
sign and build military equipment, and
stimulate that development with our
own purchases, the costs of our Military
Aid program can be materially reduced.
Our allies will be less dependent on ex-
pensive American equipment on the one
hand, and they can earn badly needed
dollar credits on the other.

I congratulate the Army and the De-
fense Department for its foresighted act
in negotiating this contract with Nord
Aviation of Paris, because it will help
strengthen the military, political, eco-
nomic and moral sinews of NATO at
a crucial time of testing.

DR. HOWARD A. RUSK IS HONORED
FOR HIS CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE
BATTLE AGAINST EPILEPSY

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, 1,500,-
000 Americans are afflicted with epilep-
sy. At a time when great progress is
being made toward prevention and cure
of other diseases, at a time when great
publicity is being given to efforts to curb
other dread scourges which plague man-
kind, epilepsy continues to wreak havoc
with an astounding number of Ameri-
cans.

A great counterattack is today being
mounted by the United Epilepsy Associa-
tion. By means of varied programs,
community service, and public education,
the association is helping to lead the epi-
leptic out of the darkness. The associa-
tion has described its mission as one of
erasing injustice, insuring that every
American with epilepsy receives proper
care, and seeking cures as well as ways
of preventing and treating this dread
disease.

Public understanding is being pro-
moted through public forums, the mass
media, and word of mouth. This truth
campaign is designed to teach people to
accept epileptics as normal human
beings.

The United Epilepsy Association is also
supporting research which has already
made great strides and which may even-
tually lead to total control and cure of
this ailment.

Finally, the association is helping to
establish clinics and community facili-
ties in order to cut down the present
shocking fact that less than half of those
who have epilepsy are being adequately
treated for it.

At a recent ceremony in New York
City, Dr. Howard A. Rusk, the doctor-
journalist who has established an inter-
national reputation as an authority on
rehabilitation and who has contributed
magnificently to public understanding of
the ramifications and challenges of mod-
ern medicine, was honored by the United
Epilepsy Association for his efforts in the
great battle against epilepsy. Because of
the importance of the matters discussed
and the eminence of the men involved, I
ask unanimous consent that the intro-
ductory remarks and Dr. Rusk’s response
be printed in the REcorp, following my
comments.
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There being no objection, the introdue-
tion and address were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

PRESENTATION OF PLAQUE To HoWARD A. RUSK,
M.D., ASSOCIATE EDITOR OF THE NEW YORK
TIMES, AND PROFESSOR AND CHAIRMAN, DE-
PARTMENT OF PHYSICAL MEDICINE AND RE-
HABILITATION, NEw YorRKE UNIVERSITY BELLE-
VUE MEDICAL CENTER, AT CEREMONY APRIL
21, 1959, aTr THE NEw YORK ACADEMY OF
SciENCEs, 2 East 63p STREET, NEwW YORK,
N.XY.

Dr. H. Houston Merritt, dean of College of
Physicians and Surgeons, Columbia Univer-
sity, New York, and chairman of the pro-
fessional advisory council of the United Epi-
lepsy Assoclation, made introductory com-
ments. Dr. Merritt is a neurologist and co-
discoverer of Dilantin, the prinecipal anti-
convulsive medicine used for controlling epi-
leptic seizures.

REMARKS BY DR, MERRITT

“No man in this country has done more to
advance the cause of the handicapped *han
the one we are honoring today, Dr. Howard
A. Rusk. It is almost solely through his ef-
forts that the specialty of physical medicine
and rehabilitation has reached the present
high level in our country.

“Dr. Rusk’s interest in the physically
handicapped started with his work in the
Armed Forces during World War II. He is
now director of the greatest rehabilitation
center in the world. In addition to his
achievements in the medical field, he has
been an important adviser to the President
of the United States in the problem of health
resources and the Selective Service Syctem.

“Dr. Rusk is a gifted writer and for many
years has been assoclate editor of the New
York Times. He has been a leader in the
education of the public with regard to prob-
lems of patients with epilepsy and in the
advancement of the care and treatment of
these patients. The United Epilepsy Asso-
ciation is honoring itself in giving this award
to Dr. Rusk in recognition of the great work
which he is doing for the cause of epilepsy.

“I feel very privileged to introduce Mr.
Revell McCallum, the vice president of the
United Epilepsy Association, who will present
our assoclation's award to Dr. Rusk.”

REMARKS BEY MR. REVELL M'CALLUM

“Dean Merritt, Dr. Rusk, and distinguished
guests. Our president, Mr. Carl Marks, has
asked me to express his deep regrets that he
is not able to be present while sharing the
honors of this notable ocecasion. As vice
president of the United Epilepsy Association,
I feel very honored and privileged indeed to
present Dr. Rusk with this award, which
reads:

“‘For distinguished medical journalism
and achieving international understanding
in public health and rehabilitation.

“ *Through his worldwide column and sig-
nificant medical science articles, Dr, Rusk has
broken the barrier of scientific technical
writings and thus made the knowledge ac-
cessible to people everywhere, bringing
understanding and enlightenment to mil-
lions. His leadership in the fields of inter-
national health, education, and welfare is
hereby recognized.

“ ‘CarL MARKS, President.

“‘Seal of TUnited Epllepsy Association,
April 21, 1959.

“ 'H. Housron MerrITT, M.D.,
“‘Chairman, Professional Advisory
Council.”
REMARKS BY DR, RUSK

“Mr, McCallum, Dr. Merritt, I really should
say Dean Merritt, and my many friends, I am
highly honored and deeply grateful to you
for coming today to join with me in receiving
the United Epilepsy Association’s award for
my interest and work in the field of epilepsy.
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*I was recalling my first interest In this
specific field and it goes back to my second
year in medical college when I worked for a
summer in a colony of feebleminded and
epileptic in rural Missouri. There were no
places then for the epileptic except in with
the feebleminded; everybody classed the
same. Unfortunately, I am afraid that is
often too true today. I was sort of a general
assistant in this program and shortly after
I had been there one of the patients went
into that horrible condition of status epilep-
ticus, having one convulsion after another.
Sodium luminal had just come into the
country from Germany and I suspect most of
you here today are too young to remember
the terrible deprivation during the war when
no luminal was exported out of Germany
and none was manufactured any other place
in the world. Epileptics who were depend-
ent upon this drug as their lifeline to pre-
vent selzures went into status and many
died.

“Maybe you'll remember that when the
first German submarine surfaced off Hamp-
ton Roads a number of boxes were brought
ashore. They contained precious German
anilin dyes and luminal. Well, I asked my
chief *‘How much shall I give him?' He said
‘I don't know. There’s no dose on the box.
Sit with him and give it to him wuntil the
selzure stops or he is dead.' I shall never
forget the next 24 hours. This tortured
boy on the floor on the mattress and my
two assistants, two other inmates, and I
started giving sodium luminal hyperdermi-
cally every 2 hours, At the end of 24 hours
the seizures had stopped. I had given him
120 grains—the average dose being a grain
and a half, or two. But he survived and a
few weeks later was up and about and just
a few years ago I saw this young man still
living and still an Inmate in the institution.

“I remember, too, in my early days in
practice before we had the magnificent anti-
convulsive drugs that we do now through
research primarily initiated by Dean Mer-
ritt, the Chairman of the Professional Ad-
visory Council of the United Epilepsy Asso-
ciation, a wonderful family in St. Louis—
three fine girls and one boy, the last of his
line—started seizures at the age of seven.
He had everything in the world that was
known, including bromide, until he couldn’t
keep his head up and his face broke out in
a horrible rash—brain surgery, dehydration
diets, sallergy tests, everything was tried.
And he went on to continue his convulsions,
not too often, just often enough to ruin his
life and that of his family, Unfortunately,
he died in his early twenties before he could
benefit by modern research that is available
to the one-and-a-half or 2 million epilep-
tics today.

“You know, I like the slogan of this or-
ganization, and I think of the understand-
ing that has come from it. This has been
a disease of shame in the past., When you
wrote your pamphlet under the title, ‘The
Ghost is Out of the Closet,’ that was the
beginning of real public understanding. We
still have a long way to go. These are
wounds that show no scars. I don't think
any of us not having been intimately asso-
ciated with the problem knows what it is
like to go through your life perfectly nor-
mal most of the time but with the sword
of Damocles hanging over your head and
not knowing when it was to fall. That is
why it has made the problem of the place-
ment of the epileptic in industry so diffi-
cult. But enlightened management and
enlightened labor, too, have been tremen-
dously helpful in many instances, in doing
pilot studies and placing these young peo-
ple in the jobs which they can do and do
well without danger to themselves or to
their fellow employees.

“But this is only the beginning. Our only
tools to fight this monster—epilepsy—is one
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through research and there are many, many
leads today that lead me to predict that one
day we will find the solution to this prob-
lem just as we have found the solution to
the management of the diabetic, pernicious
anemia, and infectious diseases that in the
past were thought to be unmanageable and
fatal.

“And the second tool is public education
and understanding. I need not tell you how
important this is for the person with epilepsy.
Your association's very excellent public edu-
catlon program is forging the trail for the
acceptance of the epileptic in every corner
of our Nation and in many distant lands.
For without that, although the epileptic can
be managed and can live a self-sufficient
productive life in dignity, he will find no
place to go.

“So 1 accept this award today with deep
gratitude and satisfaction that you feel that
the New York Times and I writing for them
have had some little part in this great edu-
cation program that must be a continuing
one not only in the United States but all
over the world. So again I say my heartfelt
gratitude and my deep appreciation to the
United Epilepsy Assocliation and to you for
coming here today.”

CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from an article
entitled “NAACP Praised in Integration,”
written by Luther Jackson, and pub-
lished in the Washington Post and Times
Herald of today. Mr. Jackson, a staff
reporter, reports a speech or remarks
made yesterday by the Deputy Attorney
General of the United States, the Hon-
orable Lawrence E. Walsh, to a religious
leadership conference of the President’s
Conference on Government Contracts.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Outlining the administration’s civil rights
proposals in the fields of employment, voting,
and education, Walsh warned against more
liberal measures contained in other bills.

“The other bills are well-intended,” he
said, “but we must not seek legislation which
we know we cannot get.”

Mr, HART. Mr. President, the news-
paper report does not identify “the other
bills,” and it is possible that the Deputy
Attorney General did not specify them.
To many of us in Congress it is clear that
the civil rights problem is broader in
scope and more demanding in nature
than the measures proposed by the ad-
ministration would recognize.

It is regrettable that the second in
command of the Department of Justice
in the administration would counsel, as
he does, that we must not seek legisla-
tion which we know we cannot get.

I would ask, first, who knows the an-
swer to the question “What can we get?”
until we try, and, second, I would say
it counsels we ask only what our oppo-
nents may be willing to grant. Progress
is not made by this attitude and it is
something less than leadership.

I have inquired, and I have been fold
that the remarks of the Deputy Attorney
General were not made from a prepared
text. I suspect that all of us on one
occasion or another have said things
which, when we saw them in print, we
realized did not convey the idea we had
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in mind. I hope that a correction will
be made in this instance if such is the
case,

MINNEAPOLIS HIGH SCHOOL RESI-
DENTIAL SEMINAR ON U.S. FOR~-
EIGN ECONOMIC POLICY

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, last
month 75 high school students from 60
Minnesota high schools participated in
a high school residential seminar on U.S.
foreign economic policy in Minneapolis.
This was the second annual high school
seminar in world affairs sponsored by
Macalester College, the center for con-
tinuation study of the University of
Minnesota, and the Minnesota World Af-
fairs Center. The participants were se-
lected on the basis of their academic
ability and achievement, and their deep
and genuine interest in world affairs.
The final report of the 1959 seminar was
prepared under the direction of Dr.
Henry Wriston of the American assem-
bly and represents the thinking of these
outstanding young people on the mili-
tary, economic, and technical assistance
programs of the United States. I ask
unanimous consent to have the report
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA FINAL REPORT OF

THE HIGH ScHOOL RESIDENTIAL SEMINAR

oN U.S. ForElcN Economic PoLicy, MINNE-
APOLIS, MINN., APRIL 16, 17, anD 18, 1859

(Sponsors: Center for Continuation Study,
University of Minnesota; Macalester Col-
lege, Minnesota World Affairs Center)

The members of the second High School
Residential Seminar on U.S. Foreign Policy
wish to express their sense of the value of
the seminar discussions, their indebtedness
to the distinguished faculty which assisted
with factual information and suggestions,
and thelr thanks to the sponsoring institu-
tions and supporting foundations which
made the seminar possible.

The topic considered was the military,
economic, and technical assistance programs
of the United States. We have attempted to
determine how these programs contribute to
achievement of the objectives of U.S. for-
eign policy, and to consider the desirability
of changes In emphasis or direction. Al-
though we are not in complete agreement
we have found a substantial consensus of
opinion which supports the following con-
clusions,

ENDS AND MEANS OF AMERICAN FOREIGN
POLICY

1. Objectives of U.S. foreign policy: The
continuing object of U.S. policy should be
to assure for this and other countries a
Ppeaceful international order which permits
them to develop their own institutions
freely. This requires security from military
interventions and territorial aggrandize-
ment. For many countries it requires as-
sistance in economic development which
will help to improve standards of living,
and thus to reduce dependence upon other
states or susceptibility to subversive move-
ments which gather strength by easy prom-
ises which cannot be fulfilled. It requires
continuous support of those countries which
value individual liberty and human dignity
and continuous effort to prevent countries
which reject these values from attaining a
dominant world position, from stifiing open
channels of trade and communication, or
curtailing our freedom of action.
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2. The choice of means: The statement of
these objectives does not provide an easy
guide to policy. The means employed must
be consistent with the principles of our free,
democratic society. The choice of means
must be considered in terms of confilcting
interests presented by particular situations,
and by our estimate of the relative impor-
tance of the claims made. As our capacities
are not unlimited priorities must be estab-
lished. For the present it seems clear that
military, economic, and technical assistance
are all useful and necessary instruments of
policy. However, their utility must be con-
sidered with reference to particular coun-
tries and areas, which vary in the character
of their needs, in their capacity to utilize
assistance effectively, and in the value of the
contribution they can make to the objectives
stated. It follows that the claims which
military, economic, and technical assistance
make upon the national budget must be
considered in the light of a complex experi-
ence with many individual problems. In
the absence of detailed information we think
it right to avoid broad generalizations about
increasing one form of ald at the expense of
another. We propose that economic ald and
technical assistance be increased because we
depend upon them for permanent improve-
ment in conditions, but we recognize this
can be done only to the extent that our
security is not endangered and that such aid
can be effectively utilized. We need con-
tinuously to review the many factors which
enter into our choice of means. This review
should certainly include an estimate of any

in the capabilities or intentions of
the Communist states.

3. Means other than assistance programs:
The use of other techniques such as diplo-
macy, defense alliances, development of col-
lective security agencies, cultural relations
programs, or propaganda is certainly not ex-
cluded by reliance upon ald programs. On
the contrary effective diplomacy and infor-
mation programs are essential to the success
of any other programs we undertake. De-
fensive alliances may provide the framework
for effective allocation of military assist-
ance. To the extent that such security de-
vices can be replaced by collective security
mechanisms the latter should be preferred.
However, the gap between the value systems
of Communist and Western states suggests
that there is not yet a sufficient community
to support collective security at more than
regional levels, and in some parts of the
world not enough even at the regional level.
Cultural relations programs may be useful in
gradually extending the perception of mu-
tual interest and shared walues.

FOREIGN AID AND COMPETITIVE COEXISTENCE

4, Soviet economic growth: We recognize
the rapid growth of Soviet economic power
and the capacity to use this power as a
weapon of foreign policy. This results from
a rigid political control of the Soviet economy
which enables Russia to exploit labor and to
hold the production of consumer goods to
subsistence levels, thus in effect converting
labor into capital growth. The same course
may be expected in Communist China. Such
a system permits concentration of effort nar-
rowly upon development of heavy industry,
production of military goods, and technical
development. Resources can be diverted at
will to meet special requirements. The sys-
tem has achieved controlled power in the
hands of the government, which thus has be-
come a serious threat to free nations. This
impressive growth of power has also had great
propaganda value in counfries where govern-
ment leadership is weak and poverty is gen-
eral. Yet Soviet power has been achieved at
the expense of the standard of living of the
Russian general public, and it has deliberate.
ly milked the economies of satellite states.
It is not a system which the United States or
other free states which have a concern for
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the well-being of their citizens would care
to imitate. Our problem is to continue our
open economy which favors individual en-
terprise and consumer beneflts, yet to achieve
the voluntary concentration of strength and
purpose which will enable our Government to
meet the Communist threat.

5. Soviet economic ald: The concentration
of political and economic power in the hands
of the Soviet Government has enabled it to
give economic assistance to underdeveloped
countries and to pinpoint this aid at times
when and in places where dramatic effects
can be produced and the propaganda value
of the effort will be great. Governmental
control in the hands of a small party elite
has permitted rapid decisions and adjust-
ments to meet special circumstances. Our
own elaborate and slow governmental proc-
ess has sometimes presented a contrast which
has impressed recipient states unfavorably,
despite the far more substantial character
of our aid programs. WLereas the Soviets
can exploit fully the propaganda possibili-
ties of their gifts or loans and make every
effort to do so at the local and personal level,
we sometimes make grants only after in-
vidious public discussions of the desirability
of doing so and thus arouse doubts concern-
ing our attitudes or motives. The Soviets
have cultivated the impression that no
strings are attached to their aid. In a for-
mal sense this may have been true, yet the
aid has been used to open a backdoor for
Soviet influence through technical advisers,
propaganda, and close economlic tles. We
have sought primarily the assurance of pro-
ductive employment of grants and loans.
Yet we have created the impression that our
ald is restricted to countries which support
us in the cold war or even to those willing to
accept defensive alliances, and we have failed
to quiet the fears inspired in underdeveloped
countries by Communist propaganda that our
ald cloaks imperialist designs.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE POLICY

6. Graduated deterrence; massive retalia-
tion: U.S. policy with respect to military as-
sistance, bases, and alliances is purely de-
fensive in purpose. It must depend upon the
types of military action which can reasona-
bly be anticipated and their relationship to
our security and to the preservation of the
free world. The experience of the past dec-
ade suggests the probability of military inci-
dents on widely dispersed fronts deliberate-
ly provoked to probe the defensive temper
of the free world, which can be contained
as limited wars by prompt, energetic action.
Our interest in dealing with such incidents
as limited wars is apparent. Not to meet
and suppress such attacks as they occur
might result in the passing of free countries
under Communist control and the weaken-
ing of the will of other free nations to resist.
But to meet limited and exploratory attacks
by force far greater than is required to con-
tain them might invite major nuclear wel-
fare. Widely dispersed forces of varied char-
acter which can apply graduated deterrents
proportioned to the magnitude and character
of the attack seem to be necessary for the
conduct of such limited wars. On the other
hand deterrence against all-out nuclear at-
tack must depend upon the capacity and will
to reply in kind.

We have considered the guestion whether
capacity for massive retaliation by use of nu-
clear weapons would in itself suffice as a de-
terrent to “brush fire” wars without the
maintenance of an elaborate set of alliances
and oversea military establishments. Such a
sole rellance upon major nuclear weapons
by the development of a kind of nuclear
“fortress America” of missiles and aircraft
based here seems to us to overlook the fact
that deterrence would depend not merely
upon capacity for massive retaliation but
also upon the will to use that capaclty and
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upon our success in convinecing the Soviets
of our intention to use it. We belleve the
people of the United States would never sanc-
tion the use of a major nuclear attack in
response to a minor military probe in a re-
mote country, and that the Soviets know this
as well as we. Consequently we feel that the
only deterrents likely to be effective in re-
straining limited wars are of the graduated
variety., Although we realize that the provi-
sglon of such deterrents throughout the
world imposes a great financial burden and
involves us in many incidental problems we
see no escape from it.

7. Defensive alliances: Our defensive alli-
ances differ in the degree to which they have
been implemented by joint military forces in
being. In some cases they are bilateral, in
others multilateral. In the case of NATO
and OAS they may rest upon a firmer po-
litical consensus than in the case of SEATO.
The Baghdad Pact, with which we are asso-
ciated, rests upon no consensus of the Arab
World and therefore projects us into prob-
lems we might prefer to avoid. All these
arrangements, as well as those with Australia
and New Zealand, with Nationalist China,
with Japan, and with Korea, must be sepa-
rately weighed in terms of the kind of threat
presented in the area concerned. We can
hardly suppose that all of these pacts are
equally necessary or useful, but we believe
all of them have some utility. At the least
they serve as a declaration of joint purpose,
an assurance of a unified military front.
They may provide a framework for consulta-
tion, military planning, and acquisition of
oversea bases. They give such assurance as
we can obtain that military assistance will
be applied to purposes useful to the free
world. Insome cases they permit the organi-
zation of jolnt staffs, the procurement of
uniform weapons and supplies, and joint
training and exercises. Althought they pro-
Ject us into political problems we might
otherwise avoid this seems a necessary price
to be paid for these advantages, We can only
seek the form of political agreement which
in each case seems best calculated to assure
the desired results. In some cases we have
found it necessary to make direct commit-
ments of military manpower in oversea
bases in order to make our involvement phys-
ically apparent. Elsewhere we find it nec-
essary to provide military equipment in large
quantities and training cadres; by doing so
we utilize the manpower of other nations in
the defense of the free world and reduce the
demands upon our own. Where feasible it
should, of course, be our aim to move in-
creasingly toward economic ald, some of
which may be used by the recipients to de-
velop production of their own military
equipment.

POLICY FOR ECONOMIC AND TECHNICAL
AESBISTANCE

8. Purpoges of economic and technical as-
sistance: It can be said that the object of
economic and technical assistance is defense,
if by the latter term we mean the preserva-
tion of a world in which nations have self-
determination and open communication and
competition. Certainly we must include in
our objectives a stabilized international trade
and must seek to avoid a situation in which
controlled economies may be used delib-
erately to disrupt foreign trade. Except for
emergency ald to meet conditions of famine
and distress we need not think of our pur-
poses as simply humanitarian, although the
humanitarian impulses of our people may
bring them support. Our Government can
properly proceed from motives of enlightened
self-interest, in the conviction that economic
stability and progress in other countries will
be the best insurance against disruption of
the free world and consequent danger to our
own institutions.

We need to make our purposes clear, per-
haps as much to ourselves as to others, so
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that directness in administration and single-
mindedness as to policy are encouraged. If
we can make our objects clear we need not
doubt that they will compare favorably with
those of the Soviets in the view of recipient
states.

9, The recipients of aid: The basic test of
entitlement to economic ald or technical
assistance should be need and the capacity
to utilize the aid effectively in development
programs. The fact that a state is considered
neutralist with respect to the cold war
should certainly not be a bar. Neutralism
usually reflects a desire for independence and
avoidance of involvement in struggles which
might delay internal development. If eco-
nomic ald can assist a country in these
objects the result must be gratifying to the
United States, for it will contribute to the
spread of free institutions. It may even be
that aid can properly be given to Communist
states where there is reason to think that it
will strengthen their independence from
Russian control. We have already adopted
this policy with respect to Yugoslavia and
Poland. Of course we should avold assist-
ance to countries which would turn the aid
to the support of institutions we seek to
combat. Every case will need to be consid-
ered individually from this point of view,
and we must expect to have some hard
choices. For example, there are underde-
veloped countries which are not communistic
but are controlled by ecorrupt or despotic
governments. We have here to weigh the
desirability of helping economlic develop-
ment against the danger of strengthening
such regimes.

10. The extent of ald: The amount of aid
given to a particular country must be deter-
mined by its capacity to put it to productive
uses without rapid inflation. In relatively
primitive countries caution must also be
observed not to bulld a complex economy
faster than the limits of cultural adaptation.
A strong economy in the hands of an inept,
corrupt, or benighted government is hardly
a contribution to free institutions. These
facts suggest that technical assistance and
development programs for underdeveloped
countries should be kept in balance with
programs of cultural exchange, literacy,
training of teachers, and the like, and that
substantial appropriations will be required
for these purposes.

From the standpoint of the United States
there are also limits to the amount of aid
which can be given, but we think these
limits have not been reached. It is probable
that from $2 to $3 billion could be usefully
devoted annually to economic aid and tech-
nical assistance. Sound distribution of this
total would of course require careful consid-
eration in administering the program, and
the possibility of limiting the amounts spent
should be frequently reviewed. The present
contribution of about $l4 billion by the
United States does not tax our capacity.
An expanded program is desirable.

11. Kinds of aid: The types of aid and
proper proportions of each type must be
decided individually for each country. Un-
derdeveloped countries are usually in need
of technical assistance and long-range de-
velopment capital. In most instances, they
are not appropriate recipients of large-scale
military assistance. Other countries will re-
quire economic and military aid in varying
proportions. In the sense of overall policy
the United States will probably not find it
practicable to reduce military assistance
significantly at present, although it seems
desirable to reduce it relatively by increasing
the programs of economic and technical
assistance.

12. Conditions attached to aid: There
should be no political or military conditions
attached to eligibility to receive economic
aid or technical assistance. In view of the
false impressions already current on this
point a clear disclaimer of such require-
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ments is needed. Perhaps a direct congres-
sional prohibition of such conditions would
be useful, as would a skillful information
program designed to combat the misappre-
hensions created by Communist propaganda.

Economic conditions are valid only to the
extent that they relate to employment of
the aid for productive projects. Aid should
not be given for projects which do not con-
tribute to economic development, and aid
programs should be reviewed to see that
there is no diversion of funds to unauthor-
ized purposes. Any other type of economic
condition would not be compatible with our
own purpose,

138. Trade versus aid: It is desirable as far
as possible to avold keeping underdeveloped
States in the condition of pensioners, For
this reason we should move toward long-
term low-interest loans and toward such
modification of our restrictions upon trade
as will enable them to export to us and thus
to pay the loans. This will help to produce
stabilized economies which will be able to
present more inviting opportunities for pri-
vate investment. Direct grants are in many
cases now necessary, but we must find ways
to move to bilateral relationships which avoid
such direct dependence and provide per-
manently viable economic arrangements.

14, Surpluses and dumping: A factor
which often disrupts International markets
is the disposition of States having large
agricultural surpluses to dump them upon
the world market, thus depressing prices.
Some countries, including the United States,
encourage such surpluses by artificial price
supports designed to improve the relative
economiec position of farmers. Where
famine exists in other countries there is in-
deed reason to relleve it by making such
surpluses avallable, but this should be done
in a way which will minimize effects upon
the market. The free gift of surplus crops
to another government or selling below the
world market will produce difficulties,
Grants to enable such governments to buy
at market prices would be more satisfactory.
Perhaps an international agreement could
be reached among the surplus-producing
countries either to reduce surpluses or to
determine their disposition. An interna-
tional crop bank might be a possible solu-
tion.

15. Bilateral versus multilateral ald pro-
grams: In the case of underdeveloped coun-
tries we could avoid distrust of our motives
by channeling economic aid and technical
assistance more heavily through interna-
tional agencies. Such agencies can also draw
upon a wider pool of technical experts avall-
able for missions. Such a redirection might
well be proposed first upon condition that the
Soviet Union follow the same course, but we
might find it advantageous to move in this
direction even if they refuse. The usefulness
of regional planning and administration has
also been demonstrated in the Colombo plan
and in Latin America.

However, we do not suggest that a single
pattern of multilateral aid would serve our
purpose. Bilateral programs of economic
ald may be more appropriate in the case of
countries having developed economies, since
these have less fear of imperialism, Cer-
tainly we should deal directly with allies
where mixed programs of military and eco-
nomic assistance are used. Even a complete
channeling of economiec aid through inter-
national agencies would seem undesirable.
In some cases a greater proportion of our con-
tribution might go to states we considered
to be poor risks. Furthermore, the anonym-
ity of international administration would
tend to obscure the large contribution and
laudable purposes of the United States.
There are cases in which direct aid can work
to our advantage. Therefore, we must again
consider the cases individually and resolve
them on the basis of the factors peculiar to
each,
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 94) to
defer the proclamation of marketing
quotas and acreage allotments for the
1960 crop of wheat until June 1, 1959.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
5916) making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1959, and for other purposes; agreed to
the conference asked by the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon and that Mr. THOMAS, Mr. Kir-
WAN, Mr. RooNEY, Mr. BoLanp, Mr. CaN-
NonN, Mr. JENsEN, Mr. Bow, Mr. Jonas,
and Mr. Taeer were appointed managers
“on the part of the House at the confer-
ence.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature
to the enrolled bill (S. 1559) to provide
for the striking of medals in commem-
oration of the 100th anniversary of the
first significant discovery of silver in the
United States, June 1859, and it was
signed by the President pro tempore.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, has the
morning hour been concluded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further business in the morning hour?
If not, the morning hour is concluded.

Mr. MOSS. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
-the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY
PROJECT, CALIFORNIA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the un-
finished business be laid before the
Senate,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business.

The Senate resumed fthe consideration
of the bill (S. 44) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to construct the
San Luis unit of the Central Valley proj-
ect, Calif., to enter into an agreement
with the State of California with respect
to the construction and operation of such
unit, and for other purposes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
what is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HART
in the chair). The question is on agree-
ing to the amendments submitted by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLAS],
on behalf of himself and the Senators
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from Oregon [Mr. Morse and Mr. Neu-
BERGER].

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I
should like to have the REcorp disclose
the facts surrounding what we here try
to do. First of all, the able Senator
from Illinois has suggested that the
authorization called for by our bill is
not a $290 million one, but that it is
open-ended and that it will involve un-
told additional millions. I deny it.

All T can do, Mr. President, besides
deny that assertion, is to point to the
printed hearing on the proposed legisla-
tion before the Senate, and most par-
ticularly to page 78 of that hearing, in
which Mr. Goodrich Lineweaver, of the
staff of the Senate Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, in a memo-
randum to the junior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], who was chair-
man of the subcommittee, stated, in
part:

1. The authorization for appropriations in
section 6 of the bill is $290,430,000.

2. Included in this total of $2900,430,000
are: (a) $10,814,000 for footings and other
facilities of San Luis Dam, whereby the ca-
pacity may be increased from 1 million acre-
feet to 2,001,000 acre-feet (i) if the State
comes into the project, or (il) if the service
area of the San Luis project is extended to
the Avanol Gap area in the southern San
Joaquin Valley;

(b) Four milllon dollars for additional
capacity or facilities at the Tracy pumping
plant, under either of the conditions men-
tioned in (a); and

(c) Two million eight hundred and
eighty-seven dollars for San Luls modifica-
tions In the event the enlargement project
is developed.

The total of these figures provided for in
the $2080,430,000 authorization for appropria-
tions is $17,701,000.

3. This $250,430,000 appears to be an abso-
lute limitation so far as the facilities men-
tioned with the respective amounts esti-
mated. Any additional facilities, such as
further enlargement of existing canals or ad-
ditional canals would requlre reauthorization
by the Congress. It is estimated that in
event the State project comes in an addi-
tional §5 to $8 million would be required to
finance extra outlet capacity in the dam.

I regret that the Senator from Illinois
is not now present in the Chamber. I
intend to bring this matter to his atten-
tion when he returns.

Mr. President, I observe my friend,
the Senator from Oregon, is present in
the Chamber. I now observe the Senator
from Illinois entering the Chamber, I
will repeat what I said.

It is easy, Mr. President, for a Sena-
tor in good faith to make a startling
charge, without proof and have that
charge reiterated outside this hall until
finally some believe that perhaps there
may be merit to the charge. I said
earlier that with respect to the charge
of the Senator from Illinois as to what
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amount is intended to be authorized for
appropriation in the bill, it is $290,430,-
000. The Senator from Illinois has said
again and again that this is not so, and
that the proposed legislation would au-
thorize much more than that amount to
be appropriated.

I repeat, Mr. President, my denial of
that statement. I deny the charge of
the Senator from Illinois. Moreover, I
point to page 78 of the hearings on the
bill and call attention to the statement
not of one of the authors of the hill, but
of a staff member of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, in the
memorandum which he prepared for the
distinguished junior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AwpeErsoN], who is chair-
man of the subcommittee.

This is all T can do by way of refuting
the charge of the Senator from Illinois,
which is not a fact, so I repeat the
language:

This $290,430,000 appears to be an absolute
limitation so far as the facilities mentioned
with the respective amounts estimated. Any
additional facilities, such as further enlarge-
ment of existing canals or additional canals
would require reauthorization by the Con-
gress. It is estimated that in event the State
project comes in an additional $5 to $8 mil-
lion would be required to finance extra outlet
capacity in the dam.

Mr. President, basically there is a good
faith dispute in this Chamber as to what
ought to be done by way of applying or
not applying Federal reclamation law in
its entirety to the projected Feather
River project of the people and of the
government of California. And some
here believe that, whether the amend-
ment carries or not, Federal reclamation
law will not, as it should not, apply to the
State projects merely because of joint
use of San Luis.

Mr. President, there are reclamation
projects in almost all the Western States
of America, The United States has been
generous with California. In the State
of my friend from Oregon, the Govern-
ment of the United States has invested
money, to be repaid as the Federal laws
apply, in great reclamation projects. I
say to my friend from Oregon, and I
know he will agree, there never has been
in the history of reclamation legislation
one instance in which the Federal Gov-
ernment has sought to make any State
comply with Federal law in State water
projects.

I believe in the Federal reclamation
law. I believe it ought to be upheld. I
believe when Federal reclamation proj-
ects are undertaken with money from
the Government of the United States,
Federal reclamation law ought to apply.

But I also believe that if the State of
Ohio, the State of Virginia, the State of
Louisiana, the State of Illinois, the State
of Wyoming, the State of Oregon, or the
State of California desires to bond itself,
to borrow money and to construct its own
State water system, the Federal Govern-
ment ought not tell the State the Fed-
eral reclamation law must apply.

I desire to refer again to the hearings
with respect to the San Luis unit, which
are on our desks. Gov. Pat Brown came
to Washington, and testified before my
committee in the Senate and the similar
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committee of the House of Representa-
tives in favor of the proposed legislation.
I do not need to spend any time observ-
ing that Governor Brown and I belong
to different political parties. Governor
Brown is in favor of the proposed legis-
lation. Governor Brown stated to the
members of my committee, Mr, Presi-
dent:

The third point I wish to call to your
attentlon with special foree and all of the
clarity that I can command is that the State
itself is launching an unprecedented water
development program of its own. We know
that we cannot and should not depend en-
tirely on the Federal Government, I hope
and expect that the State of Callfornia will
commit itself to invest more than $11 billion
in the next 25 years over and above the Fed-
eral programs to insure adequate statewlde
water development. The State is now in
the process of earmarking a $190 million in-
vestment fund for these purposes.

And I might add that this investment fund
is money that was recelved from offshore oil
reserves in bonus bidding and royalties that
we already achieved. So one natural re-
source, oil, will now be committed to water,
if I am successful in my program,

I am sure that the voters will approve a
bond issue and I intend and I know that I
will get bipartisan support in this—this
bond issue which will finance the remainder
of the cost. Future generations that will
achieve the benefits will share in the repay-
ment of those bonds.

No State has ever launched so great a water
program. California recognizes, however,
that it cannot do the job alone. The joint
venture at San Luils represents, I believe, the
best possible example of a proper method
for Federal-State action in water resource
development.

Thus the bill was fashioned in a way
which received the complete, unequivo-
cal approval of the Governor of Cali-
fornia and of the various public agen-
cies and conservancy distriects north,
south, and central in my State. Today it
is fair and accurate to say that the peo-
ple of California are quite united in their
earnest petition to the Congress of their
country to pass this proposed legislation.

The Federal Government, through the
Bureau of the Budget, the Bureau of
Reclamation, and the Department of the
Interior, has placed its stamp of approval
on the pending legislation.

Here is one State in America which
has within two of its great valleys a Fed-
eral reclamation project called the Cen-
tral Valley project, where Federal recla-
mation law applies as it should apply.

Alongside it, and somewhat longer,
when it is completed, will be the State
of California water project. It will
transport northern surplus water into
the parched areas of southern California,
along the way assisting all other areas
of the State, until finally, $11 billion will
have been contributed by the people of
California to its ultimate and complete
construction.

In the process of bringing northern
water into the southernmost reaches of
our State it is necessary, so the State en-
gineers tell us, to construct a storage
dam, into which northern surplus wa-
ters would be carried, and from which
such surplus waters as might be required
would be taken from there south. But
the Bureau of Reclamation and the De-
partment of the Interior want to give
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greater service in the Central Valley
area, and so they want the service area
of the Central Valley project enlarged.
For that purpose the Federal Govern-
ment requires the construction of a
storage dam.

The unhappy fact is that there is only
one reservoir site available. The Federal
engineers say so, The State engineers
say so. If there were two reservoir sites
available, the State of California could
utilize one, and np one would raise any
question as to what law should apply.
The State law would apply.

The Federal Government could use the
other dam site, if there were two, and
no one would raise a question as to what
law should apply with respect to the
reservoir constructed by the Federal
Government. Federal reclamation laws
would apply. But because there is only
one site, I think it is to the credit of the
State and the Federal Government that,
acting through their engineers and also
through their policymakers, they have
reached an agreement by which one
reservoir site will be utilized for both
systems—first, the Central Valley project
system now in being, and second, the
State of California Feather River proj-
ect, which is in prospect. For that rea-
son the reservoir would double the
capacity which would otherwise be ayail-
able,

It was at that point in the agreement
between the State and the Federal Gov-
ernment that section 6(a) was written
into the bill. The same section was in
the bill last year, when Senator Know-
ranp and I introduced it. My friend
from Illinois [Mr. Dousras] made the
same argument a year ago. He was
joined by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, but the Senate saw fit to re-
pudiate their position, and passed the
bill.

As I say, the section with respect to
what law should apply, which was in the
bill in the last Congress, is now in the bill
before us. It is section 6(a). Let me
read it again:

Sec. 6. (a) The provislons of the Federal
reclamation laws shall not be appllcable to
water deliveries or to the use of drainage fa-
cilities serving lands under contract with the
State to receive a water supply, outside of
the Federal San Luis unit service area de-
scribed in the report of the Department of
the Interior, entitled “San Luis Unit, Central
Valley Project”, dated December 17, 1956.

What is meant by that language? I
think the report of the Senate Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs de-
scribes it in a rather clear and pithy
fashion. Let me read what the report
states on that point. On page 8 of the
report the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs says:

The position of the committee is that the
Federal reclamation law with respect to acre-
age limitations should apply only to lands
under contract with the United States.

I have said in the Senate and in my
State many times that the people of
California are indebted to the Federal
Government. The Central Valley proj-
ect represents the difference between
economic life and death in the two cen=
tral wvalleys. In southern California,
where my home is, we are indebted to

7987

the great Hoover Dam, which was fought
through the Senate years ago by the late
great Hiram W. Johnson, a magnificent
Senator and a courageous leader in my
political party, who fought against tre-
mendous odds in order finally to win ap-
proval by the Senate, and thereafter by
the House of Representatives, of a gi-
gantic multipurpose strueture which
today brings water and hydroelectric
power into almost every area of south-
ern California.

However, at times in the past the peo-
ple of my State have had some difficulty
in dealing with representatives of the
Federal Government, and there have
been some unhappy chapters in the his-
tory of that relationship, Senators cn
the other side of the aisle will remember
one of my predecessors, Senator Sheri-
dan Downey, a Democrat, who had quite
a stormy battle with the Bureau of Rec-
lamation 15 or 20 years ago. I believe
that is the reason why this bill contains
a statement as to where Federal law
should apply and where State law should
apply, in order to eliminate the last pos-
sible objection which someone might
raise at some time against allowing the
State to operate its own system the way
it desires.

For example, I quote from page 71 of
the hearings, in a statement prepared
by Warren Butler, vice chairman and
a member of the board of directors of
the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California. This is a great
public agency whose responsibility it is
to bring water for domestic purposes into
the homes of my city and of most of
the other communities in southern Cali-
fornia. By way of desecription of the biil
I quote from what he had to say at
page 71 of the hearings:

As a measure to increase confidence and
avold misunderstanding, the language of sec-
tion 7 of 5. 1887 of the last congressional
session would be restored, so that the point
at which Federal laws will cease to apply
and State laws will prevail is clearly and
unmistakably set forth. In view of the con-
fusion which now exists in many fields over
the applicability of Federal and State laws,
we think this provision would greatly in-
crease the confidence of our people in the
legislation.

Let me say parenthetleally, gentlemen,
that our concern south of the Tehatchapie
does not involve this 1680-acre limitation as
it does north of the Tehatchapie. What we
are concerned about is like the man who
has two bosses. Sometimes he does not know
what to do. If you only have one, then you
have a situation that is easier to work with,

In a similar vein, I should like to read
into the Recorp the text of a telegram
which I have received from Stanley W.
Kronick. Mr., Kronick is a California
lawyer. He has been honored by Gov.
Pat Brown with appointment to a posi-
tion of civic responsibility in the govern-
ment of my State. This is what he says:

SACRAMENTO, CALIF.,
May 9, 1959.
Senator THoMAS KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I strongly urge that section 6(a) remain
in 8. 44, Its inclusion was agreed to by all
interests in the State of California, includ-
ing the State itself and the congressional
representatives from the affected areas. The
reasons were (1) that Federal law should
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not control water deliveries by the State
from the joint Federal-State project, and
(2) that this should be made so clear by
the Congress that a contrary argument could
not later be made.

The reason Federal reclamation law should
not control water deliveries by the State is
because the State will contribute its pro-
portionate share of the cost of comstruc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of the
joint-used facilities of the project. Federal
law should no more apply to proportionate
State use of the joint-used facilities than to
State use of projects financed and con-
structed solely by the State.

Section 6(a) was included because it was
recognized that in the absence of a clear
expression of congressional intent and
strong contrary argument might be made,
somewhat as follows: Since the proposed
Ban Luls project will be financed partially
with Federal funds, the complete joint Fed-
eral-State facilities could not have been
constructed without the Federal Invest-
ment. The Federal investment therefore to
some extent makes the State water deliveries
possible, and as a consequence Federal law
applies to such deliveries.

By setting forth this argument, I do not
mean to imply that it would necessarily
prevail in the courts, But the argument is
substantial enough to make it advisable in
any event to preclude it by express statu-
tory language. The effort now being made
on the Senate floor to delete section 6(a)
by those who intend thereby that the Fed-
eral acreage limitation will apply to water
deliveries by the State is further support
that the California interests were right in
clarifying the matter by the inclusion of
section 6(a).

If section 6(a) is deleted now as a result
of the insistence of those who state flatly
that they want Federal law to apply to water
deliveries by the State, this legislative his-
tory might be almost conclusive as to the
intent of the Congress that Federal law is
to apply to such deliveries. Logically, the
only valid argument for deletion of section
6(a) is that Federal law should control
water service by the State. To prevent that
result it is now plainly imperative that sec-
tion 6(a) remain in the bill. In the light
of the current debate on the Senate floor, I
see no other way to accomplish what all the
State interests believe is fair and just—that
State law shall govern State water delivery.

STANLEY W. ERONICE,

Myr. President, I believe that all of us
can be given credit for trying to repre-
sent the best interests of our State.

When my friend from Illinois intro-
duced proposed legislation to have the
great city of Chicago receive water from
one of the Great Lakes, Lake Michigan,
he was representing, as he saw the light,
the best interests of the State of Illinois.
The fact that our great neighbor to the
north, Canada, interposed objections,
however sound they may have been, did
not dissuade the Senator from Illinois
from doing that which the people of his
State would, I suppose, want him to do,
to stand on the floor of the Senate and
in good faith fry to obtain more water
from Lake Michigan for the great city
of Chicago in Illinois.

The fact that the State of Michigan
opposed what the Senator from Illinois
was trying to do should, I think, be quite
irrelevant in judging whether or not my
friend from Illinois hewed to the line of
the publie interest of the people he repre-
sents.

It is not for me to say that my friend
from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l was right or
wrong with respect to the position he
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took on the Federal reclamation projects
in the State of Oregon. I do not know
what the situation is in the State of
Oregon. I do know that in the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
charges have been made that a great
many landowners in Oregon have waxed
wealthy and fat from Federal reclama-
tion projects. But I am certain that if
that were the case, it would have the
earnest attention of the senior Senator
from Oregon. .

On the floor of the Senate today, a
Democratic Senator and a Republican
Senator from California are simply ask-
ing in good faith that Congress approve
what the Federal agencies involved have
already approved, namely, a means
whereby waters originating in California
can be saved and put to beneficial use.
Every year, 3 million acre-feet of water
flow from California into the Pacifie
Ocean, and are lost forever, Here is an
opportunity for a generous and a far-
sighted Congress to demonstrate once
again that when the public interest is at
stake, it will respond and will do that
which it ought to do, and which it always
has done, with respect to water problems
in whatever part of the country may be
involved.

There is one more thing I wish to say
in this argument. I say most respect-
fully that the Senator from Oregon and
the Senator from Illinois have offered an
amendment which, in the opinion of the
Senator from Illinois, will apply Federal
reclamation law to all the waters which
enter the dam which is authorized to be
constructed by the bill.

I asked the Senator from Illinois if
he meant that such an intention on his
part would apply to the waters before
they flowed into the reservoir. The
Recorp does not disclose that the Sen-
ator from Illinois answered my question.
I think it is fair to say that if the Sen-
ator from Illinois were correct in the
position he takes as to the intention of
his amendment, it would mean that
Federal reclamation law would apply to
waters of the State system south of the
reservoir provided for in the bill, but
that waters north of the San Luis Reser-
Yoir would not be subjected to Federal
aw.

Is that not a mockery? Is that not
a perfectly ridiculous thing to attempt
to wreak on 14 million people? Would
it not provoke sheer deviltry in what
the Governor of my State, the legisla-
ture of my State, and the water dis-
tricts of my State are trying to do? Of
course it would.

If there is a misguided belief that the
Senate will be doing something con-
structive if it votes for the Douglas-
Morse amendment, I beg and pray that
Senators take another look at it and
read the ReEcorp again. Replete in the
last 3 days of speechmaking are
repeated charges that large landowners
will receive a windfall. All I can say
again is that the elected representatives
of the people, both from the Democratic
Party and the Republican Party, and
from a Democratic State administration
and a Republican national administra-
tion, have joined together in urging that
this proposed legislation be passed.
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I say in all sincerity that however
much in good faith the Senator from
Illinois and the Senator from Oregon
unguestionably are acting, they are
wrong, wrong, wrong in their under-
standing of the needs and the plight of
California, and of what, in good faith,
working together, the Federal Govern-
ment and the State government will be
able, in the instance of the San Luis
joint-use reservoir, to do.

I earnestly hope that the amendment
will be rejected.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KUCHEL, I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I believe the senior
Senator from California, the junior
Senator from California, the people of
California, and the courts which may in-
terpret the legislative intent concerning
the bill would like to have this statement
in the REecorp. The junior Senator
from Colorado does not agree with the
statements made by the senior Senator
from California that inherent in the
Douglas amendment is the construction
which has just been placed upon it, for
the reason which I stated yesterday in
debate. So far as I am concerned—and
I think it could be easily construed by a
court examining this Recorp—that is
not the intent of the Douglas amend-
ment. If such were the intent, I might
change my position.

I take the position, for the purpose of
this Recorp, which might be reviewed by
a court, that the objective of the amend-
ment is to insure the preservation of
the Federal reclamation laws. That is
the interpretation of the junior Senator
from Colorado.

My second interpretation is that the
amendment does not interfere with
waters which arise within California and
are under the jurisdiction of California.
It does not confer Federal jurisdiction
over those waters. I think inherent in
the amendment, as the distinguished
senior Senator from Oregon has pointed
out, to use again his phraseology, are
what we call objective facts which may
be determined by a court because of the
commingling of the waters.

I say this only for the purpose of keep-
ing the REcorp straight, because very
easily this matter could be taken into
court. I know the distinguished senior
Senator from California does not in any
way want to injure the validity of this
project or the principles which he has
announced in behalf of it.

Mr. KUCHEL. I appreciate the com-
ment of the able Senator from Colorado.
I must say that the REcorp will be helped
because he has so spoken.

I say to him very frankly that I vio-
lently disagree with what the Senator
from Illinois has said on the floor of the
Senate his amendment will accomplish.
I am certain the Senator from Colorado
joins me in that disagreement. The Sen-
ator from Illinois, if I can quote him
correctly, has stated several times that
if his amendment shall be adopted, it
will mean that Federal reclamation law
shall apply to all waters which flow from
the joint use reservoir, whether they go
into the State system, paid for by the
people of the State, or not. I deny that
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contention. I take it from what the
Senator from Colorado has said that he,
too, denies it. I take it that I have cor-
rectly quoted the Senator from Illinois,
generally speaking, concerning the in-
tention with which his amendment has
been offered.

But I must say there is merit in the
position of the telegram sent by a Cali-
fornia lawyer, which I read, that some
persons could argue in a judicial pro-
ceeding that if at this late date section
6(a) were stricken from the bill it would
constitute an intention on the part of the
Senate to make Federal law apply, as the
Senator from Illinois would say, and as
the Senator from Colorado would deny.

Mr. CARROLL. That is the very
point of my closing statement on this
matter. I think whoever reads the Rec-
orp should understand that there is no
perfect unanimity of opinion and, there-
fore, no clear legislative intent concern-
ing this question.

As I understand the argument made
by the senior Senator from Illinois, I
think there is considerable merit to his
position, but I do not interpret it to be
so all destructive and all conclusive as
the interpretation placed upon it by the
senior Senator from California.

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. KUCHEL. Iyield.
Mr. MORSE. I had intended to an-

swer this point in my speech this after-
noon; but it is a fact that the Senator
from Colorado has hit the nail on the
head today with regard to the legal
aspects of the matter, so I want to an-
swer the question now.

The lawyer who sent the Senator from
California the telegram which he read,
has not, in my judgment, read the rec-
ord of this debate, because I think the
conclusion which the lawyer reached in
his telegram is highly erroneous.

Let me state again that nothing the
Senator from Illinois and the two Sen-
ators from Oregon could say in this de-
bate could possibly change existing
reclamation law. Existing reclamation
law is not changed by debate on the floor
of the Senate. To the confrary, Mr.
President, what we fear is—and we are
satisfied it is true—that if section 6(a)
remains in the bill, existing reclamation
law will be changed, and will be changed
against the interest of the public. So we
are going to do everything we can to try
to persuade the Senate to delete section
6(a).

Let me state the situation as I believe
it to be: With section 6(a) out of the
bill, the Federal reclamation laws will re-
main unchanged. Then it will be for the
courts to determine to what extent, if
any, the Federal reclamation laws apply
to the various phases of the San Luis
project,

But I say most respectfully that what
the two Senators from California have
been trying to do is to make a record
around section 6(a), so that if it does
remain in the bill, then that record will
be used by the courts as the basis for a
finding that it was the intention of the
Senate that the reclamation laws should
be modified. The legal proposition is
just that simple,
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If the senior Senator from California
and the junior Senator from California
do not think section 6(a) changes the
existing reclamation laws, why do not
they agree to elminate it?

On the other hand, the fact that they
have persistently insisted that section
6(a) remain in the bill is an admission of
the accuracy of our case, namely, that
what they are trying to do by means of a
project bill is to amend the reclamation
laws.

If they believe the reclamation laws
should be amended, let them come for-
ward with a clean bill which would do
just that. I happen to think that the
reclamation laws should be amended in
some particulars, although T do not think
the particular amendment the Senators
from California are proposing should be
agreed fo. But if the Senators from
California believe the reclamation laws
should be amended, let them come for-
ward with a separate bill to that effect;
and perhaps it would be one on which we
would like to help them.

But so long as they insist on keeping
section 6(a) in the pending bill, and so
long as it is our opinion that section 6(a)
has the effect of modifying the reclama-
tion laws, we are going to try to get sec-
tion 6(a) deleted from the bill.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, let me
say that the Senator from Oregon is
wrong. I am sure he will agree that the
Senate and House of Representatives
can, if they wish, either extend reclama-
tion law over non-Federal projects in
California simply because one reservoir is
jointly used; or they can do exactly the
reverse, if they wish to do so.

There is nothing secret about what we
have sought to do. As I previously
stated, the Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs went on to say, at the
time when the bill was reported favor-
ably:

The position of the committee is that the
Federal reclamation law with respect to
acreage limitations should apply only to
lands under contract with the United States.

What is the matter with that? If one
contracts with the State of Idaho for
water, he should be subjected to the laws
of the State of Idaho.

Mr. MORSE., Mr. President, will the
Senator from California yield?

Mr, KUCHEL. In a moment.

Mr. President, if one contracts for wa-
ter with the State of California, he
should be subjected to the laws of the
State of California.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President——

Mr. KUCHEL. So, Mr. President, I
maintain that it is simply ridiculous to
allege that here in the Senate we are
trying to change reclamation law. The
Senate can change reclamation law if it
wishes to do so. A proposal to amend
the reclamation law would originate in
the Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, and that is the commit-
tee which reported the pending bill; and
in writing the bill, the committee tried
to indicate where Federal law would ap-
ply and where it wanted State law to
apply.

Mr. President, I remember, in my first
year in the Senate, the extensive debate
which involved the tidelands. Do you
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remember that debate, Mr. President? I
do not know whether the people of Mich-
igan had then honored you with publie
service. That was a notable and long
debate.

I am inclined to believe that back of
the recommendation by some public
agencies in California that section 6(a)
be included in the bill was a thought
about something like the tidelands con-
troversy. I remember when some of the
farmers in the Central Valley were
bludgeoned and punished by representa-
tives of the Bureau of Reclamation, and
they looked to a Democratic Senator for
assistance.

So here is an honest attempt to elim-
inate any contention, however tenuous,
that Federal law should apply to the
State system simply and solely by reason
of the joint use of this project.

Now I yield to my friend, the Sena-
tor from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
should like to speak in my own time.

Mr. KUCHEL. Then, Mr. President, if
my friend would like to proceed in that
way, I yield the floor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, I am
sorry my friend, the Senator from Cali-
fornia, seems to be leaving the floor, be-
cause I want to deal with several ques-
tions of fact which he raised earlier
today and also yesterday.

My good friend, the senior Senator
from California, accused me of making
a misstatement as regards the amount
of additional Federal money authorized
by this bill.

All of us know that there has already
been authorized for the Central Valley
project approximately $860 million, of
which $630 million has been expended.

In section 7, in the first sentence, we
find the following:

There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for construction of the works of the
San Luis unit, including joint use facilities,
authorized by this Act, other than distribu-
tion systems and drains, the sum of $290,-
430,000, plus such additional amount, if any,
as may be required by reason of changes in
costs of construction of the types involved
iﬁ(;;he San Luis unit as shown by engineering
)b exes,

Note that this sentence expressly
states that this $290 million is author-
ized for “the works of the San Luis unit
other than distribution systems and
drains.”

The Senator from California says that
is all that is authorized in the bill, and
that the additional $190 million which
I have mentioned has been conjured up
by me, and does not exist in reality.

But I call his attention and the atten-
tion of the Senate to the fact that the
sentence I have just read is followed by
another sentence, namely—

There are also authorized to be appro-
priated—

Mr. President, let us remember those
words—

in addition thereto, such amounts as are re-
quired (a) for construction of such distribu-
tion systems and drains as are not con-

structed by local interests.

So in the second sentence of section
7, there is an additional authorization.
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And in the committee report, we find
the following statement on page 10:

In addition to the main water supply fea-
tures the San Luis area would require dis-
tribution systems, drains, and some deep
wells,

In other words, the identical types of
work for which additional authorizations
are made in the sentence I previously
read.

Then we find this:

The estimated cost of these works is
$192,650,000.

So the figure I gave—namely, $480
million—is correct, and, indeed, is a
slight understatement; as a matter of
fact, the amount thus authorized would
be approximately $483 million. So that
the Senator from California, in his
anxiety to convict me of a misstatement,
had not read either the bill or the report
as carefully as he should have.

Now let me deal with the second ques-
tion of fact. Yesterday the Senator from
California said that I was wrong in my
interpretation of the legislation relating
to the dam at Pine Flat and the opinion
of the Attorney General relative there-
to. I had said that the provisions of the
Federal reclamation law had been held
to apply in the Pine Flat case. The Sen-
ator from California questioned that
contention.

I put into the Recorbp, without reading
it, an opinion from the present Attorney
General, Mr. William P. Rogers, dated
December 15, 1958, and given to the Sec-
retary of the Interior. Those who wish
to study this statement will find the
opinion on pages 7862-7863 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of yesterday. I read
a few sentences from that opinion:

The expression of intention that the recla-
mation laws apply to projects such as are
here involved appears too strongly in the leg-
islative history of section 8 to permit its
frustration by virtue of any implication
which might be drawn from section 10.

For these reasons, I conclude that section
8 makes the reclamation laws applicable to
contracts for the disposition of irrigation
benefits from dams and reservoirs con-
structed under the authority of section 10,
even if no additional works are required to
be constructed in order to make such irriga-
tion benefits available.

In other words, the mere fact that
the construction was to be in the hands
of the Army Engineers did not remove
the provisions of the reclamation laws
from applying to the land thus irri-
gated.

Mr. President, with those two gques-
tions of fact cleared up, and the con-
tentions of the Senator from Califor-
nia having been proved to be in error,
let me pass, if I may, to one or two other
points.

I do not desire to spend too much time
on the guestion of whose waters are in-
volved in the proposed San Luis project.

It is true, I think, that virtually all the
water of the Sacramento Valley origi-
nates inside the State of California; but
the State of California did not provide
the vast funds for utilizing those waters.
It called on the Federal Government for
aid. The Federal Government will be
committed, if this bill goes through, to
spend $1,300 million.
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It is our contention that when the
Federal Government constructs facili-
ties, and when the States come to the
Federal Government and ask for money
for those facilities, the provisions of the
Federal laws should apply to the disposi-
tion of the water thus impounded and
distributed upon the land which is
irrigated.

I will not continue to labor the point
that the initial block of some 440,000
acres will all be irrigated by facilities
constructed wholly by the Federal Gov-
ernment. That is obvious.

But I should like to emphasize that the
so-called second block of 500,000 acres
which is designated by the Senators from
California as a “State service area” is, in
reality, no such thing.

That land will be irrigated by joint
facilities: A dam jointly constructed by
the State and Federal Governments; a
reservoir jointly filled; the Cross Delta
Channel, which has been entirely
financed by the Federal Government;
water that will also be lifted from the
Sacramento Valley into the San Joaquin
Valley by power supplied largely by Fed-
deral dams and power stations upstream.

The new Oroville Dam will probably
be constructed in substantial part by
Federal funds. Interest-free Federal
loans will be sought by the so-called
State irrigators.

The whole complex in the Central
Valley which has been federally financed
is essential for this added amount of
water; and it is obvious that the water
and the facilities will be commingled;
and, being commingled, Federal recla-
mation laws should prevail.

That is a rough outline of the phys-
ical situation. But, of course, the hu-
man stake is very great. The question
is whether the water is to be put on
giant estates for the benefit of the
owners of those giant estates, giving
them windfalls of tens of millions of
dollars, and, in the aggregate, hundreds
of millions of dollars, or whether the
water shall be used to democratize the
use of the land in accordance with
democratic landownership policies.

; That is the issue. We cannot escape
t.

The State of California has no acre-
age limitation law. If the Federal recla-
mation law is ruled not to apply to the
second block of land—and that is the
express effect of the provisions of sec-
tion 6(a)—then we can be certain that
if and when water is put on the second
block of land, it will be put on land
owned by the large landholders.

The State of California, as I have said,
has no acreage limitation. I think it is
extremely doubtful that it will enact a
law imposing such limitation. In effect,
we are being asked to give up the pro-
tection which Federal reclamation law
already provides for an illusory protec-
tion which, in all probability, will not be
furnished.

I think the debates which have been
going on for almost a week have clarified
people’s minds on this subject.

I should like to read into the REcorp
telegrams which have been coming in
from California.
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I should like to read first a telegram
from Clovis, Calif., addressed to me:

Crovis, CaLiF., May 12, 1959.
Senator PAuL DOUGLAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I want to add my name in support of your
stand on the 160-acre limitation. I am farm-
ing with my father and brother on our 100-
acre cotton and dairy farm in Fresno, Calif.
We are proud that we are growing quality
products and at a decreasing cost to our con-
sumers. The San Luls project without an
acreage limitation allows large scale farms
to grow products at a price which we can-
not compete against. The limitations means
that we small farmers can continue to op-
erate and many of us will have an opportuni-
ty to buy land in the fertile San Luis project
area.

Sincerely,
ALBERT NIEFO.

He is not a large landowner, but ap-
parently he is an industrious and hard-
working citizen of California, who sees
what is coming,

Another telegram addressed to me
reads as follows:

Crovis, Cavlr., May 12, 1959.
The Honorable Pavr H. DouGLAS,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.;

We favor the reclamation policy of wide
distribution of resources and benefits. Our
studies led us to conclude that acreage limi-
tation is essential to the preservation of fam-
ily-size farms and should apply to State serv-
ice areas. Therefore we heartily endorse the
Douglas-Morse amendment to the San Luis
bill.

‘WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE, LEAGUE
oF WoMEN VOTERS OF FRESNO,

V. CoOLVER,

J. DUBISCH,

E. HaLy,

C. MARICA.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the remaining telegrams which
I have received be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

BERKELEY, CALIF., May 12, 1959.
Hon. PAUL DOUGLAS,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations to Senators Morse, Neu-
BERGER, and yourself on your great fight to
preserve acreage limitation provisions of
Federal reclamation law. Our membership
of 200 precinct-working Democrats urges
your continued effort to delete section 6(a)
and other objectionable provisions from S. 44,
San Luis project.

JOHN S. PAGE,
Vice President, Kensington Democratic
Club.

FrEsNo, CaLlr., May 71, 1959.
Senator PAuL DouGLAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations on your wonderful fight
on the San Luis bill. I am a student of
Fresno State and member of the Young Dem-
ocrats. I find it frightening that our own
Senators won’t protect us from the bad parts
of this bill. Keep up the fight. We of the
valley are behind you.

Respectiully yours,
JOHN ZAVER.
FresNo, CALIF., May 11, 1959.
Hon. PAUL DOUGLAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Many of us in the San Joaquin Valley are

praying that you and the sponsors of the
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amendment to S. 44 will be successful. We
will be cheering you when you fight on the
beaches, in the fields, and in the streets de-
fending the rights of the people.
SUSIE RABOURN,
Legislative Chairman of Fresno
Democratic Women's Club.

FrRESNO, CALIF., May 12, 1959,
Hon. PauL H. DOUGLAS,
Member, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.;

Appreciate your stand on 160-acre limita-
tion. Please use all possible infiuence to
write San Luis water bill without such loop-
holes as Reclamation Bureau maneuvered at
Pine Flat Dam. Acreage limitation will help
equalize opportunities for developing this
valley and ameliorate present ruthless ex-
ploitation of farm laborers.

RoLrLiN PICKFORD, Jr.
Mrs. GLENNA PICKFORD.

BERKELEY, CALIF.,, May 12, 1959.
Senator PAuL DOUGLAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Your support of the excess land law,
is very much appreciated here. Stick to It.
EunicE TRUE GRIFFIN.

BERKELEY, CALIF.,, May 12, 1959.
Senator PAuL DOUGLAS,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations on your struggle to have
excess land law apply to hold San Luis proj-
ect. Please keep up fight.

CARL LANDAUER.

SaN FrawNcisco, Cavrr, May 12, 1959.
Senator PauL DoOUGLAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We, as Californians, thank you for your
stand on bill 8. 44. We urge you to continue
your fight.

Mr. and Mrs. PHILIP GREENE,

PrESNO, CaLlF.,, May 12, 1959.
Hon. Paurn H. DougLas,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Water is the lifeline of our State. Judi-
clous use of it is essential the 160-acre limi-
tation of Federal use of water must be main-
tained. We are counting on your support.

Mr. and Mrs. ROBERT REVILLA,

Freswo, CALIF., May 11, 1959,
Senator PauL H. DOUGLAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations on your stand on the 160-
acre limitation law which is so vital to the
welfare of California. Keep up the good
fight.

Marie R. WoMACK.

FrESNO, CALIF., May 11, 1959.
Senator PAurn DoUGLAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The Young Democrats of Fresno County
congratulate you for your courageous fight
for acreage limitation and against land spec-
ulation in the San Joaquin Valley.

JEFFERSON E. HAHESY,
President, Young Democrats of Fresno
County.

BERKELEY, CaviF.,, May 12, 1959.
Senator PAuL DOUGLAS,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Appreciate your fight to retain 160-acre
limitation on water. FPlease hold the line
in public interest.

WaAYNE WELCH.
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Baw FraNcisco, CALIF.,
* May 12, 1959.
Senator PAUL DOUGLAS,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We Californians are grateful for your gal-
lant defense of reclamation law. KEeep up
your fight on San Luis.

DANIEL AND MARY DIXON.
FrEsNO, CALIF., May 12, 1959.
Hon. PauL H. DOUGLAS,
Member, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations on your stand to amend
the bill creating San Luis project. One hun-
dred and sixty acres limitation essential to
insure equitable distribution cost of obtain-
ing water. As a teacher and social worker,
I am in complete support of your amend-
ment.

PATRICIA PICKFORD,
New York, N.Y., May 12, 1959.
Senator PAUL DOUGLAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Thanks for brave men who defend at San
Luis the right of families to make homes on
the land.

EDWARD STEICHEN.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The support for a
democratic agrarian policy from many
representative groups in California is
most encouraging.

For all the reasons I have outlined,
I hope the Senate will agree to the
amendmentis we have offered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish
to speak briefly prior to what I hope
will be a vote on the Dougias amend-
ment. Some things were said by the
Senator from California which must be
answered in the REcorp, in fairness to
those of us who respectfully oppose the
Senator in this debate.

I wish to restate the legal situation
which confronts us. It is a legal situa-
tion which in effect has been confessed
over and over acgain by the senior Sen-
ator from California, who is insisting
that section 6(a) remain in the bill.

I will state the case in this way: Sec-
tion 6(a) either will or will not affect
Federal reclamation laws. The Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. DoucrLasl, and
the senior Senator from Ovegon have
repeated over and over again the thesis
of their argument, namely, that if sec-
tion 6(a) remains in the bill the 160-acre
limitation will be adversely affected in
relation to thousands and thousands and
thousands of acres of land in the Cen-
tral Valley of California, which is ad-
mitted to be, if water is applied to it,
the most fertile and richest land in the
entire Nation.

Mr. President, the Senator from Illi-
nois has put ficures in the REcorp to
show that in the case of one owner,
one large corporation, there is ownership
of more than 400,000 acres of this land
in question, The Southern Pacific Rail-
road got the land shown on the checker-
board map at the rear of the Senate
Chamber at the time of the homestead
settlements in this country, on the basis
of an understanding with the Govern-
ment that it would build a railroad,
which it never built; in other words, the
Southern Pacific Railroad got the land
without carrying out its oblization. In
this so-called Federal service area, about
which we are debating the Southern
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Pacific Railroad owns 120,000 acres of
the rich land.

Mr. President, the two Senators from
Oregon and the Senator from Illinois
have no intention of failing in their ob-
ligation to do everything possible in this
debate to prevent the senior Senator
from California from succeeding in keep-
ing in the bill section 6(a), which in
the opinion of the Senator from Illi-
nois and the Senator from Oregon will
affect, and affect adversely, the recla-
mation laws, That is the legal proposi-
tion about which we are talking, Mr.
President.

In his remarks of Thursday, the senior
Senator from California, backed by the
junior Senator, doubted that the Fed-
eral Government could “impose reclama-
tion law upon California.” The senior
Senator, however, said that he felt a
specific exemption from the law on the
extended San Luis project—misealled
the “State’” project because the exten-
sion will be the result of substantial
Federal expenditures—could avoid pos-
sible future lawsuits which might tie
up the project.

Can the United States impose reclama-
tion law upon California? To me, this
puts the wrong question. The real ques-
tion is this: Can the United States place
upon water developed by Federal proj-
ects, restrictions which will prevent this
water from being used unjustly to enrich
huge corporate landholders?

This is the basic question at issue.
S. 44 is not a bill to create a joint State-
Federal project for the benefit of all the
people of California. Rather, S. 44 is a
bill which simply uses the State of Cali-
fornia as a conduit for transferring
water heavily subsidized by the Central
Valley project. The great bulk of this
water has been stored by dams which the
people of all the States in the Union have
helped build in California. Who are the
beneficiaries? They are principally a
group of large landholders in Southern
Kings and Kern Counties, oil companies,
the Southern Pacific Co., the Kern
County Land Co., the Tejon Ranch, and
other large holdings.

Thus, we have only one more in a long
series of devices to avoid the conse-
quences of reclamation law in California.

Years ago the attempt was made to
repeal the law in the Central Valley.
That effort failed. An attempt was
made to bypass the law by having the
works constructed by the Army Engi-
neers. The Flood Control Act was
amended in an attempt to make this de-
vice futile—section 8, Flood Control Act
of 1944, The amendment has not bzen
suceessful to date because the large land-
owners have not signed contracts to abide
by the 160-acre limitation.

Various State takeover proposals were
made, These fell because they were far
too big a chunk for California’s taxpay-
ers to swallow.

Now we have the latest device. For a
comparatively modest amount, some
quarter of a billion dollars, a so-called
State project is being pinned on to the
tail of the Federal San Luis project.
Much of it is not even a new project. It
is a new name for an old project, always
contemplated in the full development of
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the Central Valley project, both by Fed-
eral and State engineers.

This evanescent project—this new
name for an old project—is solemnly
held by my good friends from California
to be something uniquely Californian,
on which applying reclamation law would
be a gross intrusion, a violation of sover=-
eignty.

This would be true under existing law
without any of the circumspect language
of S. 44, if the water being carried was,
in fact, water developed solely at State
dams and carried to its final point of
delivery through a State-financed sys-
tem

But this is not, as I have said before,
what we are dealing with here. Every
drop of water that the State will distrib-
ute has been developed by the federally
constructed Central Valley project—and
1 believe that this will be true in the
future, on the basis of the record of last
Tuesday, Thursday, and yesterday, indi-
cating that the State government, and
even indeed the junior Senator from
California are seeking Federal funds for
the so-called State project. And the
power for moving this water of the State
project at reasonable cost will exist only
because of the Central Valley project
power pool, again constructed with great
Federal subventions.

This alleged State project we are deal-
ing with, therefore, is merely a vision
created in the hope that it can somehow
transform everybody's water to water
reserved only for a few people. I do not
believe that this entity is any different
from an irrigation district—which is a
State agency, with governmental powers.

In its relations with such entities, and
with water users in general, the Federal
Government has the undoubted right,
and has always asserted it firmly, to
govern the policy under which water
from dams built under the reclamation
law is used.

I quote Scnafor Newlands, of Nevada,
a sponsor of the original reclamation act:

And so the wise policy of the National
Government in this act has been to encour-
age homebullding, and to destroy land
monopoly; not only the monopoly of public
land, but to break up the ex!sting land mo-
nopolies throughout the arid regions. * * *

We provided that water rights could be
secured for lands in private ownership within
reach of Government projects, to be guarded
against monopoly by preventing any pro-
prietor from securing water rights for more
than 160 acres, the amount of land fixed in
the bill (epeech before the Sacramento Valley

- Development Assoclation, October 1, 1905; in
hearings on 8. 912, 80th Cong. 1st sess.,
p. 1326).

Another sponsor, Representative Mon-
dell, of Wyoming, told the House, volume
35, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 6678:

Under nearly every project undertaken
(there will be lands in private ownership
which deserve to have water, which in equity
we should provide) providing thelr owners
are willing to comply with the conditions of
the act; and in order that no such lands shall
be held in large quantitites or by nonresident
owners, it is provided that no water right for
more than 160 acres shall be sold to any
Iandowner, who must also be a resident or
occupant of his land. This provision was
drawn with a view to breaking up any large
landholdings which might exist in the vicin-
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ity of Government works and to insure oc-
cupancy by the owner of the land reclaimed.

These quotations could be multiplied
as to the firm intent of the law, and I
could quote decisions and administrative
rulings which specifically carried out the
broad intentions of the framers of the
law—and I include the Warren Azt of
1911, which was designed to facilitate
off-project deliveries in accordance with
the specific terms of the law. But such
elak-ration is not necessary to the main
point which is simply this: The intent of
Congress in writing reclamation law was
to prevent land monopoly and to refuse
service of water to land monopolists, on
or off the project. The question is not
one of whose land or whose water but—
and here is the crux of our argument—
the question is what facilities these wa-
ters pass through.

I say azain that the so-called State
San Luis project is merely another at-
tempt in the long series to avoid the ef-
fect of the law which land monopolists
have always been fighting. I say that
the whole history of reclamation law and
its enforcement condemns such attempts
and deals firmly with them. I do not be-
lieve that we should betray these far-
sighted men who wrote the law at the
turn of the century by coloring this lat-
est attempt to avoid the plain conse-
quences of a fine law with a pale wash of
legality. I say again that if the State
or any other non-Federal agency builds
a project without Federal funds no spe-
cial language is required in this legisla-
tion to assure that Federal regulations do
not apply. Therefore, the special lan-
guage in 6(a) and other places in this
kill is included for the benefit of inter-
ests who are or will seek the benefits re-
sulting from Federa! expenditure without
complying with Federal regulations.

Furthermore, I do not believe that
adoption of Eenator Doucras’ amend-
ment, applying the 160-acre limitation
to the so-called joint facilities in the
broad £an Luis plan will bring about “fu-
ture lawsuits which might tie up the
project,” although I will admit that, in
the West, wherever there is water, there
is a lawsuit over it. This would be true
in any case.

But on what grounds would the Kern
County land barons sue?

There is no water right to water that
does not exist. A canal is not a stream
running by your property. It is not a
reservoir under your land. The water is,
in effect, owned by a public utility, the
Central Valley project and its extensions,
and is available to anyone who can rea-
sonably be served by the water under
such terms and conditions as the laws
governing the utility set forth.

No, gentlemen, the only reason that
there is opposition to reclamation law
and Senator Doucras’ amendment in the
so-called joint service area is that the
opponents think they have discovered a
way around the law.

This opposition is not on the principle
of State sovereignty or on any other
principle, It is simply on the basis of ex-
pediency. Their opposition to a great
and good law is, I think, based on the for-
lorn hope that the Senate of the United
States will abandon the trust that the
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pecple of the United States have placed
in us, and neglect its duty to guard the
rights and to promote the general wel-
fare of all the American people. This I
believe the Senate will not do. And this,
Mr, President, is the point of the argu-
ment which is being led here in the Sen-
ate by the senior Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucGLAs].

Mr. President, I state again to the
senior Sznator from California, “If you
think section 6(a) does not make any dif-
ference, if you think section 6(a) does
not in any way affect the reclamation
laws, if you think section 6(a) has no
effect whatsoever upon the 160-acre
limitation, why do you not agree to strike
out the section?”

We have put that question to the Sena-
tor time and time again. What is his
reply? It is a highly fallacious one, Mr.
President. The Senator says, in effect,
that he does not want to delete the sec-
tion because he thinks something which
the Senator from Illinois or the Senator
from Oregon may have said up to this
time in this debate may have some effect
on some future court decision applying to
the Federal reclamation laws. Mr. Presi-
dent, that is simply a plain absurdity.

The Senator from California read a
telegram from a lawyer in California who
is supposed to support the Senator's po-
sition on this matter, but I respectfully
submit it is obvious from the message
itself that the lawyer has never read
this debate. If the lawyer has done so
and gives the Senator that legal advice,
I say, most goodnaturedly, the senior
Senator from California needs a new
lawyer.

Mr. President, what the reclamation
laws mean as a matter of law cannot be
changed one iota by anything the Sena-
tor from Illinois or the Sesnator from
Oregon say in this debate. What the
reclamation laws mean from the stand-
point of congressional intent has to ke
determined by the debates at the time
the reclamation laws were enacted years
and years ago, and not by anything we
say in the debate in 1959. That happens
to be elementary in regard to statutory
construction. Congressional intent, con-
gressional meaning, and congressional
purpose in regard to the reclamation
laws were elements which were decided
when the reclamation laws were passed.

What the Sznator from Illinois and
the Senator from Oregon have been say-
ing for days of debate on this measure
is that we are asking to have section 6(a)
stricken from the bill because we think
it is a backdoor attempt to amend the
reclamation laws. Of course, if we leave
the section in the bill, what the Senator
from California says in support of the
provision he seeks to have retained in the
bill will have tremendous weight before
the courts in an interpretation of section
6¢a), but it will have no effect if section
6(a) is removed from the bill, because
there will not be any section 6(a) for the
court to interpret or to apply.

Let me state the point again, Mr,
President. As the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. CarroLL], a member of the
committee, said to me before he left the
Chamber for a few minutes on official
business, “Wa¥NE, when you give your
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next speech hit it again, because it goes
to the very essence of this debate.”

I respectfully say that section 6(a) is
in the bill because the senior Senator
from California and those behind sec-
tion 6(a) are trying to amend the recla-
mation laws. The Senator from Illinois
and the Senator from Oregon are trying
to strike section 6(a) from the bill be-
cause we say this bill is not the proper
vehicle for an amendment to the recla-
mation laws. I have said over and over
in the debate—and I shall state it
again—I am perfectly willing to join
with the senior Senator from California
in consideration of a clean bill which
proposes amendments to the reclama-
tion laws, because I think the reclama-
tion laws need to have a little reap-
praisal and possibly some amendment.
But, Mr. President, the pending bill is
not the proper vehicle for a considera-
tion of amendments to the reclamation
laws.

I state again that section 6(a), as the
Senator from Illinois and the Senator
from Oregon see it, will have an effect
by way of amendment to the reclama-
tion laws, and we do not think that sec-
tion has any place in the hill under con-
sideration. As a matter of law, deleting
the section could not possibly, the senior
Senator from California and his lawyer
to the contrary notwithstanding, have
the slightest effect upon an interpreta-
tion of existing reclamation laws, be-
cause the question of congressional in-
tent and purpose was determined in the
debates when the reclamation laws were
adopted in the first instance, and could
not possibly be modified by any debate
decades later.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. Let me ask my good
friend once more what answer he would
give me to a specific question.

Section 6(a) provides, as the Senator
and I both well know:

Sec. 6. (a) The provisions of the Federal
reclamation laws shall not be applicable to
water deliveries or to the use of dralnage
facilities serving lands under contract with
the SBtate to receive a water supply, outside
of the Federal San Luis unit service area
described in the report of the Department
of the Interior, entitled “San Luis Unit, Cen-
tral Valley Project,” dated December 17, 1856,

The Senator seeks to eliminate that
language. Does the Senator believe that
if he succeeds in doing so, the Federal
reclamation laws will be applicable to
water deliveries under contract with the
State of California?

Mr. MORSE. The Federal reclama-
tion laws are applicable to Federal wa-
ters, and not to State waters. It is a
question for the courts to determine as
to what kind of waters are involved in
the San Luis project. Both kinds may
be involved. Only one kind may be in-
volved. But I say that the floor of the
Senate is not the place to determine
that legal question, because it requires
the presentation of legal proof on a very
highly complicated legal issue. I do not
propose to vote for section 6(a) to re-
main in the bill, because the Senator's
statement of his own question shows an
implied intent on his part to modify the
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Federal reclamation laws by determin-
ing a question of fact on the floor of the
Senate, which question ought to be left
to the courts to determine on the basis
of legal proof.

Mr. KUCHEL. Does the Senator——

Mr. MORSE. I do not know to what
extent——

Mr. EUCHEL. Does the Senator——

Mr. MORSE. Let me finish.

I do not know to what extent the San
Luis project may involve both Federal
and State waters, but I say that the place
to determine that question is in the
courts, and not on the floor of the Senate.

I have told the Senator from Califor-
nia that I am not for the application of
Federal reclamation laws to solely State
waters. It would make no difference if
I took an opposite view, because they
could not possibly apply. But here we
have a singular case, a novel case, a
precedent-making case; and I want the
precedent to be established by the courts
by way of judicial determination, and
not on the floor of the Senate by politi-
cal plays. That is my point. So we
should allow this kind of mixed case, in
which there is involved a basic Federal
dam, without which there would be no
project at all, to be decided by the courts.
We should leave it to the courts to deter-
mine to what extent and in what degree
the Federal reclamation laws apply.

Mr. KUCHEL. Does the Senator deny
the right of the Congress to make a pol-
icy decision?

Mr. MORSE. Not at all. I am argu-
ing against the Senator's policy. I am
merely saying that it is very bad policy
to have this kind of section in the bill,
when the Senate does not know any more
about the complicated facets of the prob-
lem than it does. The bill came to the
floor of the Senate with section 6(a) in
it. Now we discover that many members
of the committee were not even aware
of the implications of section 6(a). One
member of the committee, when he dis-
covered the implications of section 6(a),
asked that he be allowed to cosponsor
the Douglas amendment to eliminate it.

Another member of the committee,
the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Carrorn], after he became
aware of what was involved in section
6(a), said he favored striking it out,
because he did not believe it had re-
ceived the consideration in committee
that it would have received if the com-
mittee had been apprised of the impli-
cations of the section.

Mr. KUCHEL. First of all, it is exactly
the same section that was in the bill a
vear ago when it passed the Senate. If
the distinguished Senator does not deny
the right of the Congress to make a
policy decision as to whether it believes
the State of California should be per-
mitted to apply its own State laws with-
out worry over the attempt by some to
impose a Federal reclamation law upon
State projects, why can we not estab-
lish such a policy?

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is begging
the issue. He assumes the result. We
say that we do not know to what extent
we are dealing with State waters. The
senior Senator from California con-
tinually talks about a State project, as
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though this were exclusively a State
project. The Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from Oregon have been try-
ing to point out that this is a singular
case. We do not know where the di-
viding line is between Federal and State
water.

Mr. KUCHEL. What does the Sen-
ator mean when he says “Federal wa-
ter” and “State water”? What does he
intend to convey when he uses those
expressions?

Mr. MORSE. The meaning is very
simple. If Federal water is involved,
Federal reclamation laws apply, and the
160-acre limitation becomes automatic.

Mr. KUCHEL. What is Federal
water?

Mr. MORSE. If it is State water, the
Federal 160-acre limitation does not
apply. We are raising the question,
What is involved in this project? How
much of it is Federal water and how
much, if any, is State water? To what
extent are the waters commingled; and
if they are commingled, have they lost
their Federal characteristic and become
a part of a State project? Or do they
retain the basic Federal characteristic?

Mr. KUCHEL. How would the Sen-
ator determine whether a particular
quantity of water was State or Federal?

Mr. MORSE. That is exactly what
I am trying to tell the Senator. Neither
he nor I can determine that question.
It is a highly complicated legal question,
which calls for legal proof. It should
be determined by the courts, and not
on the floor of the Senate.

The whole question of Federal facil-
ities is involved. The project involves
Federal facilities, which are paid for
by all the taxpayers, from California
to New York. I believe that the tax-
payers across the country have some in-
terest in the project, to see to it that
the Federal interest, to whatever extent
it exists, is protected. That is why we
want to leave the question to the courts.
Is the Senator afraid of the judicial
process? Would the Senator not like
to see the question eventually come be-
fore the U.S. Supreme Court, if it should
be carried that far?

Mr. KUCHEL. May I answer my
friend?

Mr. MORSE. Certainly.

Mr. KUCHEL. I am afraid that what
my friend wants to do is to abdicate the
duty and responsibility of the Congress
to pass judgment on policy issues.

Mr. MORSE. Not at all.

Mr. KUCHEL. Here is a policy ques-
tion. Let us go ahead and vote on it.

Mr. MORSE. Quite to the contrary,
I am saying that it is such a bad policy
the Senator from California is proposing
that we should vote it down by eliminat-
ing section 6(a) from the bill. That is
the legislative duty which faces the Sen-
ate. I am in favor of acting upon the
policy.

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator from Cali=
fornia is not the author of this bill. He
is an instrument by which this policy
decision, approved by the Senate Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
approved by the Governor of California,
approved by the State government, and
all interested public agencies in Califor-
nia, has been brought to the floor of the
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Senate, with the request that the Senate
approve it.

Mr, MORSE. The Senator has just
enunciated an interesting chain of false
assumptions. I shall proceed to discuss
that chain of assumptions.

I think the Senator is quite wrong if
he thinks section 6(a) has all the ap-~
proval he has told the Senate it has. I
wish to tell the Senator why I think so.

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator has the
right to his opinion, but I respectfully
say that the Senator from Oregon is
wrong.

Mr. MORSE. Very well. I am not in-
terested in exchanging statements that
each of us thinks the other is mistaken.
I am interested in discussing what I be-
lieve to be the facts.

I believe it will be found that the
author of section 6(a) on the House
side is not insisting that it remain in the
bill, whereas the junior Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE]—I do not wish
to make this statement in his absence.
Much has been said by the senior Sen-
ator from California to the effect that
there is great unity behind section 6(a).
I make the statement on the floor of the
Senate this afternoon that there is not
the unity behind section 6(a) which the
senior Senator from California—I am
sure honestly—believes to be the case.
He is mistaken if he thinks there is unity
behind section 6(a) on the part of the
proponents of the bill. He is mistaken
if he thinks there is unity in California.
The longer this debate continues, and
the more the people of California be-
come aware of what is involved in sec-
tion 6(a), the greater will be the evi-
dence of disunity on this question.

The junior Senator from California
has now returned to the Chamber, and
I hope he will follow my remarks.

It is my understanding that the
junior Senator from California has taken
the position from the beginning that he
does not believe section 6(a) makes any
difference in the bill, so far as the Fed-
eral reclamation laws are concerned.
He does not believe that it makes any
difference whether section 6(a) is in or
out of the bill.

If I have not heard him say so more
than once, I should get a hearing aid—
and no one has ever told me that I am
even slightly deaf.

The junior Senator from California,
in my judgment, has never gone as far
as the senior Senator from California
has gone in respect to section 6(a), He
has left me with the impression that he
would be perfectly willing to have sec-
tion 6(a) come out of the bill, because
he does not believe it makes any differ-
ence whether it stays in or comes out.
Of course, the junior Senator from Cali-
fornia is in a position that many of us
find ourselves in from time to time. He
would like to go along with his colleague,
because his colleague, the senior Sena-
tor from California, happens to be the
leader in the fight for section 6(a), and
therefore the junior Senator is not advo-
cating deleting section 6(a). But cer-
tainly he has made it clear in the de-
bate that he has no objecticn if it comes
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out. In other words, he is not insisting
that it stay in.

Let me say that I have talked to some
other leaders in California.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield. If
I have made any misstatement, I hope
the Senator will correct me. I do not
want to create the slightest wrong im-
pression as to the position taken by the
junior Senator from California and as
to whatever impression he has left with
me.

Mr. ENGLE. The distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Oregon has represented
my position correctly. In saying that I
wish to emphasize again the telegram
I have received from the Governor of
California. This is what he said. I
wish to read it again, because it states
my position as well as the Governor's
position. He says:

Upon the basls of my own legal analysis
and that of all my legal advisors I am con-
vinced that the Federal reclamation laws do
and will apply to all Federal facilities and
service areas of the San Luis project. In
addition, with or without the language con-
tained in section 6(a) under 8. 44, the
Federal reclamation laws do not and, in my
view, should not apply to the State facilities
and State service areas of the project.

That is precisely what I think. I be-
lieve the Governor has correctly stated
the law. If the amendment comes to a
vote I intend to vote for keeping the lan-
guage in the bill, because I believe that
the Federal reclamation law should not
apply to a State service area. That is
what the language in 6(a) provides.
However, that is merely a statement of
what the law presently provides.
Whether in or out of the bill it will not
change the law, as the senior Senator
from Oregon very clearly has stated
time and time again.

Mr. MORSE. In the statement of the
junior Senator from California we see
again focused what the real difference is
in regard to section 6(a) between the
protagonists and the antagonists of that
particular section. The Senator from
Illinois and the Senator from Oregon do
not go so far as do the two Senators
from California as to what the applica-
tion of 6(a) will be. We say, “Let that
question be decided by the court.” I
should like to go down the road with
the two Senators from California on the
prineciple that Federal laws can apply
only to Federal facilities. However, it is
for the court to determine, in the light of
the operative facts of a given case,
whether we are dealing with a Federal
project or with a State project; or, if we
are dealing with a mixed project, to
what extent and to what degree the Fed-
eral reclamation laws apply to that
project.

Let me say that I am satisfied the tele-
gram of the Governor of California
makes perfectly clear that he is not tak-
ing the position that we should modify
the Federal reclamation laws in regard
to this project. I happen to know that
that would necessarily be the case with
respect to the Governor of California,
because the present Governor of Cali-
fornia when he was Attorney General of
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the State of California took a great rec-
lamation case right up to the United
States Supreme Court. The present
Governor of the State of California, Pat
Brown, is on record over and over again
in favor of protecting the family farmer
of California and of preventing large
landowners from squeezing out the little
fellow and making an unconscionable
profiteering and privateering profit out
of large land holdings.

I cannot quote the Governor of Cali-
fornia. I do not purport to quote him.
However, I wish to say that, in my judg-
ment, there is in fact, no difference be-
tween the point of view of the Governor
of California and that of the junior Sen-
ator from California. I wish to restate
it, because over and over again in the
debate the Governor of California has
been quoted by the senior Senator from
California. I wish to say that I am satis-
fied the Governor of California does not
differ in his opinion from the junior Sen-
ator from California [Mr. ENcLE]. In
other words, there is not in California
the unity which the senior Senator from
California suggests in regard to the re-
tention of section 6(a) in the bill.

Let us take some further evidence.
Yesterday we placed in the REecorp a
telegram from the State Grange of Cali-
fornia, urging that section 6(a) come out
of the bill. Does that spell unity?

We put into the Recorp yesterday tele-
gram after telegram from farm groups in
California, pleading with us that we hold
the line until we can get section 6(a) out
of the bill. Does that bespeak the unity
which the senior Senator from California
gave the Senate assurance early this af-
ternoon was the present state of public
opinion in California? .

Mr. President, we put into the Recorp
yesterday telegrams from Democratic
leader after Democratic leader in the
State of California, urging that section
6(a) come out of the bill. Does that be-
speak the unity in California which the
senior Senator from California told the
Senate earlier this afternoon exists in
that State?

It does not. The telegrams continue
to pour in. For example, we have a tele-
gram from Mr. Peter Odegaard. He is
a great educator in California and the
former president of Reed College in my
State. He was a candidate in the Demo-
cratic convention a year ago for United
States Senator, and was defeated by the
very able junior Senator from California.
He is a recognized civic leader in the
State of California. Let us see what
Peter Odegaard says:

BERKELEY, CALIF.,, May 12, 1959.
Senator WaynNeE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations on your fight on Senate
bill 44 many Californians hope you will con-
tinue to press for elimination of exemption
provision in section 1 and section 6a and de-
letion of subsection F, G, H, of section 3.

Best wishes,

PETER ODEGAARD.

We have a telegram from Ralph E.
Pruett, a member of the Fresno County
Democratic Central Committee. If any
county would be benefited by the San
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Luis project, it is Fresno County.
Mr, Pruett says:

FrEsSNoO, CaLIF.,, May 12, 1959.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Thanks for good fight on San Luis, Most
of us in Fresno County favor San Luis only
because irrigation with acreage limitation
will make possible family size farms. We
oppose San Luis if it is to mean more pros-
perous plantations and more destitute mi-
grant workers,

Yet

RaLrH E. PRUETT,
Member Fresno County Democratic
Central Commitiee.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, without reading the remaining tele-
grams I have before me, that they be
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FrEsNoO, CALtr, May 11, 1959.
Senator Wayne MoORSE,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Sm: Congratulations on your vigorous
stand against the efforts of special interest
groups who seek to exempt the San Luls
project from Federal reclamation law,

RIcHARD S. GUERIN NORTH,
Chairman, California Federation of
Young Democrats,

FRESNO, CALIF., May 11, 1959,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Sincere thanks from the veterans in the
heart of the Central Valley of California on
San Luis project bill to enforce 160-acre limi-
tation law. This law is necessary to stop
factory farming in California and open more
farmland for veterans and small taxpayers.

Evan McPHERSON,
Adjutant, Post 884, VFW, Fresno,
Calif.

FrEsNoO, CALIF., May 12, 1599.
Senator WaYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations on your fight for the San
Joaquins west side. Acreage limitation pre-
requisite to remedying the social ills result-
ing from mammoth farming, More im-
portant than the giveaway are the human
values involved.

ROY GREENAWAY,
Vice President, California Democratic
Counsel.

San FraNcrsco, CaLir,, May 12, 1959.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

California Labor Federation wholehearted-
1y appreciates your efforts on S. 44 San Luis
project on behalf of people of California.
Urge you to continue the fight to obtain
full application of reclamation law to Fed-
eral subsidized water development. We must
firmly close the door to unjust enrichment,
to monopoly of water resources, and to sub-
sidized glantism in agriculture. Your policy
would secure the greatest good for the great-
est number, and stop aggrandizement of
large landowners.

C. J. HAGGERTY,
Secretary-Treasurer, California Labor
Federation, AFL-CIO.
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Fresno, CaLrr., May 12, 1959,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Following fight on San Luls; Californians

are fortunate to have your loyal support.
LyYLE P. GRAY.
Fresyo, Cavir., May 12, 1959.
Hon, WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

May I, a soclal worker, add my support to
your stand on the San Luls project bill; 160-
acre limitation only way to spread cost and
benefits of additional irrigation water to
promote welfare of all California citizens.

ELAINE GIANNOPOULOS.

BERKELEY, CALIF., May 12, 1959.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Thank you for all you are doing to preserve
reclamation law in California. Keep up fight
until you win for us.

WALTER PACKARD.
BerRKELEY, CALIF., May 12, 1959,
Senator WaYyNE MoRsE,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Please do all you can to have the 160-acre
limitation law on water. Appreciate your
fight in the public interest. Our club is be-
hind you.

GRASSROOT DEMOCRATS.
AusTiN, TEX., May 12, 1959.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The Texas State AFL-CIO appreciates and
endorses the efforts you and Senator DouGLas
are making to require full application of rec-
lamation law to San Luis project. The
money of all the people is being used in this
water development project, therefore every
effort should be made to insure its benefits
going to the many and not the few.

JERRY R. HOLLEMAN,
President, Texas State AFL-CIO.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, with the
exception of the last one, from the Texas
State AFL-CIO, all the telegrams I have
received come from California, and they
deny and rebut the argument of the
senior Senator from California with re-
spect to the great unity in California
in favor of section 6(a).

I am about to close, and I shall then
ask for a quorum, if that will meet the
approval of the acting majority leader.

I hope the Senate will not forget what
the legal issue is. All we are asking is
that there be stricken from the bill one
section which looks as though it is an
attempt to amend the Federal reclama-
tion laws, and that we wait to take up
any amendment of the Federal reclama-
tion laws by way of a clean bill, because
there are many phases of the Federal
reclamation laws which I agree ought to
be amended. But this is not one of them.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Aiken Bush Carroll
Anderson Byrd, Va. Case, N.J.
Beall Byrd, W. Va. Case, 8. Dak.
Bennett Capehart Church
Bible Carlson Clark

Cotton Jackson Muskie
Curtis Javits Neuberger
Dirksen Johnston, 8.0, O'Mahoney
Dodd Jordan

Douglas Eea Prouty
Eastland Eefauver

Ellender Eennedy Randolph
Engle Kerr Robertson
Ervin Euchel Russell
Frear Langer Saltonstall
Fulbright Lausche Scott
Goldwater Long Smathers
Gore McCarthy Smith
Green MeClellan Bparkman
Gruening McNamara Stennis
Hart Magnuson Talmadge
Hartke Mansfield Th

Hayden Martin Williams, Del.
Hennings Morse Yarbol

Hill Morton Young, N, Dak.
Holland Moss Young, Ohio
Hruska Mundt

Humphrey Murray

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CaAnNON],
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHAvVEz], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Jounson], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGeel, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY ], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr, SymincTon], the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. WirLriams] are
absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. BArRTLETT] is absent be-
cause of illness.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ArrorT] and
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. DWORSHAK]
are absent on official business.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur-
1Er], the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HIcKENLOOPER], the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHoErPEL], and the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripges] and the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CoorEr] are detained on
official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendments proposed by the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Doucras], for himself
and other Senators, striking out certain
ﬁrm;isions of the bill (putting the ques-

on).

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
for a division.

On a division, the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr,
President, I move to recommit the bill,
but before speaking on the motion I ask
that the yeas and nays be ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Chamber?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. The Senafor
from Delaware has the floor,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I move to recommit the bill
to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, and I ask for the yeas and
nays on the motion to recommit.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I supported the amendment
offered by the Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from Oregon; however, the
adoption of their amendment does not
clear up the basic opposition to the bill.

I should like to point out the fact that
under the bill we are proposing to spend
$290 million to bring into production new
acreage on which to grow agricultural
crops which are already in surplus and
agricultural crops of which we have an
overabundance.

This bill proposes at a cost of $290
million to the American taxpayers to
furnish water to a total of 440,000 acres
of agricultural land.

On the basis of estimates submitted by
the various departments the indicated
Federal and non-Federal investment
costs for irrigating this land would be
about $1,576 per acre.

It simply does not make sense for one
agency of the U.S. Government to spend
$290 million to bring 300,000 acres of land
into production while at the same time
we have another agency of the Govern-
ment paying hundreds of millions of dol-
lars to farmers for taking land out of
production.

This project, if approved, is estimated
to increase cotton acreage from 49,200 to
132,000 acres, increase truck crops and
alfalfa from none to 88,000 acres, in-
crease irrigated pasture from none to
44 000 acres, increase tree and vine crops
from none to 22,000 acres, and increase
other field crops from none to 66,000
acres, although there would be a slight
reduction in the hay and grain crops
acreage.

In defense of this project the propo-
nents claim that eriticism of the project’s
bringing in new acreage, thereby adding
to our present agriculture surpluses, has
been overcome by the adoption of the
so-called Russell amendment.

The Russell amendment which was
adopted last Thursday provides that
none of the waters provided under this
irrigation project can be used fo: the ir-
rigation of new land upon which any
basic crops will be produced. This
amendment specifies new land and will
have little effect upon the proposed proj-
ect by virtue of the fact that this project
deals with the irrigation of approximate-
1y 300,000 acres of land, all of which has
an historical record of being irrigated
in that they have been irrigated by deep
wells.

To confirm this point, I talked with
Mr. John F. Cook, program specialist,
Cotton Stabilization Service, who after
examining the language of the Russell
amendment stated that in the opinion
of his department less than one-fourth
of the acreage involved under S. 44 would
be affected by the Russell amendment.

Furthermore, I point out that the
original justification of this whole proj-
ect by the Department of the Interior was
based upon the assumption that 132,000
acres of the San Luis project will be
devoted to the production of cotton, and
in estimating the projected income pos-
sibilities of the farm land in this new
project on page 99 of the Department of
the Interior’s report the estimated in-
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come from these 132,000 acres of cotton
is listed at $15,818,000 annually.

The total estimated production of the
440,000 acres is only $35,216,000.

Furthermore, as has been pointed out
by the Senators from Illinois and Oregon,
the major benefits under the $290 million
program would not, as has been sug-
gested, go to many small farmers.

Even the adoption of the amendment
offered by the Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from Oregon will not en-
tirely remedy this situation. I say that
as one who supported their amendment.
It would be a simple procedure to break
the acreage of land down into small
blocks, to form separate corporate en-
tities, or to transfer ownership to in-
dividual members of the family.

In any event once the water is made
available in the area the land will be
used for the production of crops.
Whether these crops are produced on
large or small farms makes no difference
as far as the taxpayers are concerned.

They will be called upon to pay the
extra costs of storing these additional
Crops.

Now, who benefits under this bill?

The Department of Interior report on
page 89 states that of the 440,000 acres
in the San Luis area, 4 landowners own
143,700 acres; 10 own 68,500 acres; 52
own 111,200 acres; and 64 own 39,700
acres. This means that 130 landowners
in the area own a total of 363,100 acres.

As pointed out earlier, based upon the
Department of Agriculture’s report this
project is estimated to increase cotton
acreage by 82,000 acres.

The junior Senator from California
claimed the other day that the type of
cotton produced in California is a differ-
ent type from that produced in the South
and would not be in competition with
Southern cotton. I asked the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to comment upon
that question, and I was advised that
the cotton produced in the State of Cali-
fornia is in direct competition with the
Southern cotton; that it is all classified
as being upland cotton; and that all the
cotton being produced in California is
presently being supported by the De-
partment of Agriculture. California
produces the same type of cotton as the
South, and it is the same type of cotton
of which there is such a surplus.

It is interesting to note that in the
year 1958 California produced 1.6 bales
of upland or long staple cotton. Loans
were made on 835,000 bales, and the
Government still holds from the 1958
crop 752,000 bales of cotton produced in
the State of California.

In 1957 the Department of Agricul-
ture under the soil bank program paid
$2,741,143.72 to 105 farmers in California
for the purpose of getting them to with-
draw 28,724 acres from the production
of cotton.

The bill proposes to bring into pro-
duction 80,000 acres of cotton, which
is nearly three times as much cotton to
be brought into production as was taken
out of production by the $234 million
payment only 2 years ago.

Now, under S. 44 and at an estimated
cost of $290 million it is proposed that
we bring into production 300,000 acres
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of new croplands, of which amount
82,000 acres will be used for the produc-
tion of cotton. Other crops scheduled to
be produced are also in oversupply.

I repeat, based upon information fur-
nished by Mr. Cook of the Cotton Stabili-
zation Service of the Department of Agri-
culture, the Russell amendment will not
prohibit the production of cotton in this
area, as was intended.

Our Government today has in excess
of $9 billion invested in surplus agricul-
tural products. Storage costs alone on
these surplus commodities this year will
exceed $600 million.

In one year alone, our Government
paid more than $600 million to farmers
for the purpose of encouraging them to
let their land lie idle.

Today it is proposed to spend another
$290 million to bring into production
440,000 acres of land.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Massachusetis.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Do I correctly
understand, from what the Senator has
said, that the land could be applied to
basic crops, including cotiton, so that
from the point of view of the New Eng-
land textile plants, which are struggling
with a cotton surplus problem, passage
of the bill would increase the cotton sur-
plus?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
passage of the bill would increase the
cotton surplus. The Russell amendment,
I was advised by the Department of Ag-
riculture, would apply to less than one-
fourth of the acreage devoted to any of
the basic crops by virtue of the fact that
the land in this area has a historical
record of having been irrigated by wells
and thereby would not come under the
Russell amendment definition as to new
lands.

The Department of Agriculture had
written a letter to the Department of
the Interior commenting upon the bill.
I read again the last paragraph of the
letter from the Department of Agricul-
ture to the Department of the Interior:

The project is estimated to increase cot-
ton acreage from 49,200 to 132,000 acres, in-
crease truck crops and alfalfa from 0 to
88,000 acres, increase irrigated pasture from
0 to 44,000 acres, increase tree and vine crops
from 0 to 22,000 acres, increase other field
crops from 0 to 66,000 acres and to decrease
hay and grain crops from 98,700 to 44,000
acres.

I made the statement the other day
that while it is recognized and admitted
that the Department of the Interior did
recommend this project, and perhaps
the Bureau of the Budget approved the
project, I have been unable to find any
evidence—and no one else has come for-
ward with any such evidence—to show
that the Department of Agriculture is
in favor of the bill. This is the De=-
partment which will be called upon to
pay to take this land out of production
or to support the crops produced. I
have talked with representatives of the
Department of Agriculture, and they
have said they were not asked for an
opinion. The Department of Agricul-
ture did write the Department of the In-
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terior and called attention to the fact
that adoption of the project would bring
into production several thousand acres
of new cropland and that these acres
would produce crops already in oversup=
ply.

They also bring out the fact that the
Russell amendment, even though of-
fered with good intentions, would not
be applicable in this particular case
because three-fourths of these lands
would not fall under the definition of
“newly irrigated.”

At some future date when we need
increased agricultural production to
feed an expanded population this proj-
ect may well be justified, but it cannot
be justified today in the face of our
huge inventories of surplus products.
Certainly it cannot be justified in the
face of a $10 billion deficit.

The point has been made that a spe-
cial type of cotton, called extra long
staple cotton, can be raised on the pro-
posed project. However, I invite atten-
tion to the fact that even if this acreage
is devoted to the production of extra
long staple cotton we already have a
surplus of that type of cotton.

We are now having to support the price
of extra long staple cotton. The stock-
piling agency has 220,000 bales of it on
hand which it desires to get rid of. That
cotton would be placed back on the mar-
ket.

All of these crops are in oversupply.
No one will deny that fact.

On April 28, 1959, representatives of
the Department of Agriculture tes-
tified before the Tariff Commission,
asking for an increase in tariff or for
quotas on extra long staple cotton on the
basis that we now have an oversupply
of that particular kind of cotton. In
their testimony they said that we had a
supply large enough to last more than
3 years without any production whatso-
ever of that particular commodity. As
to the other types of cotton, we know
that we have millions of bales stored in
warehouses, and we are paying millions
to get acreage out of production.

In my opinion there can be no justi=-
fication for the enactment of the bill
at this time, bringing into production
this new land, even though it may at
some future date be practicable.

I urge the defeat of the bill.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I rise
enthusiastically to support the position
of the Senator from Delaware. It seems
to me that this is about as clear-cut an
economy vote as Senators will have an
opportunity to cast in this session.

As the Senator from Delaware has
pointed out, the bill authorizes $290 mil-
lion. That is substantially more than is
involved in the present version of the
depressed areas bill, which is in the
House of Representatives, and which has
been denounced from one end of the
country to the other as extravagant
spending.

This bill would greatly increase the
production of farm products, some of
which, as the Senator from Delaware has
pointed out, are now in surplus.

I should like to reaffirm something I
said the other day. While many of the
erops proposed to be produced, such as
alfalfa, vegetables, fruits, and so forth,
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are not now in surplus, it seems to me
that anyone who has studied the farm
problem over the past years must recog-
nize that those commodities might very
well be in surplus in the near future.

If there is one truism in agricultural
economics, it is that we are now having
a technological explosion in farm pro-
duction.

Another truism is that the demand for
food is fairly inelastic. If we increase
the production of food the price the
farmer receives drops catastrophically.

The bill would do one of two things—
or perhaps both. Either it would de-
press farm income, or it would result in
a great increase in the burden on the
Federal taxpayer, who would have to
take the surpluses off the market if we
support farm income.

It seems to me that the issue is very
clear-cut. Senators who believe in safe~
guarding farm income, and those who
believe in economy in government, will

vote in favor of the proposal of the Sen--

ator from Delaware to recommit the hill
to the Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I join my
distinguished friend from Wisconsin
[Mr. ProxMIiRe] in complimenting the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiLLIAMS]
on his analysis of the bill.

I congratulate the Senator from Dela-
ware on his clear presentation of the fal-
lacy of the bill. It seems impossible that
we are about to vote to bring a vast
amount of new land under irrigation, so
that it can be put into production, while
at the same time we are paying large
sums of money to induce farmers to take
land out of production.

I concur in the thought that Senators
who favor economy—or even comimon-
sense—in Government should support
the motion of the distinguished Senator
from Delaware to recommit the bill. I
earnestly hope the Senate will so vote.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the distinguished
senior Senator from California [Mr.
KucHeL] a few questions about the bill.

The first question is this: Did the bill
receive Senate approval last year?

Myr. KUCHEL. It did.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Were there any dis=
senting votes last year?

Mr. EUCHEL. There were two.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I ask the Senator
whether the bill has the support and en-
dorsement of the Bureau of the Budget?

Mr. KUCHEL. Indeed, it has.

Mr. DIRESEN. Does it have the sup-
port of the Bureau of Reclamation?

Mr. KUCHEL. It has.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Does it have the sup-
port of the Department of the Inferior?

Mr. KUCHEL. It has.

Mr, DIRKSEN., Is it in line with the
administration program?

Mr. KUCHEL. There can be no ques=
tion about that.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Were all the factors
which have been discussed taken into
account by the Bureau of the Budget
before the bill became a part of the
administration program?

Mr. KUCHEL. That is true.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me say in re-
sponse to the distinguished Senator from
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Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire]l that the bill
was approved last year. It is within
the confines of the President’s budget,
and it has been carefully thought out
over a period of time. So some of the
comparisons which are made seem to
fall of their own weight. In my judg-
ment they have no substance.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The

Senator from Illinois has enumerated a
number of agencies. Will he also ask
the Senator from California if he can
produce any letter or statement from the
Department of Agriculture to the effect
that it approves the bill? Certainly the
Department of Agriculture is one agency
which would be vitally interested in the
proposal to bring under cultivation 440,-
000 acres of land.

Mr. DIRESEN. The answer to that
question is, of course——

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. “No.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. The answer is simply
this: This subject is under the jurisdie-
tion of the Department of the Interior.
I do not know that it is the function of
the committee to ask the Secretary of
Agriculture or the Department of Agri-
culture whether this kind of measure
should be approved. If it is a measure
involving subjects under the jurisdiction
of the Department of the Interior, that
is the place to go to obtain approval of
it, because that agency has jurisdiction
of the subject matter. That agency
includes the component agency, namely,
the Bureau of Reclamation.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator further yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Iyield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If this
proposal does not fall within the juris-
diction of the Department of Agriculture,
I ask the Senator why the Department
of the Interior should request the com-
ments of the Department of Agriculture,
and why, after receiving the letter from
the Department of Agriculture, the De=
partment of the Interior did not send it
to the Congress.

I repeat the Department of Agriculture
did not endorse this bill. They are not
on record as favoring bringing into
production new croplands when we al-
ready have our warehouses full of surplus
Crops.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is a matter of
interdepartmental character, and is not
a responsibility of ours. I am pointing
out the essential fact that I have been
given to understand that this bill was a
part of the administration’s program. It
has been approved by the Department of
the Interior and the Bureau of Reclama-
tion. It has been approved by the Bu-
reau of the Budget. Certainly it is with-
in the context of the administration's
program.

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. In addition to its
being a part of the administration’s pro-
gram, I suggest, from this side of the
aisle, that this is a project which I have
gone over with extreme care. I have
been over every part of it. I have studied
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it twice in anticipation of action by the
Senate. I wish to say to the Senator
from Illinois that it also has the approval
of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and
Reclamation of the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs. I helieve it to
be a fine, worthwhile project and is one
which could be adopted without danger
to the agricultural situation in the
United States.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I am
sure that either by silence or otherwise
I approved this program last year in the
Senate. Obviously in the absence of any
argument or contention which would
persuade me to vote otherwise, I believe
that in the interest of consistency I ought
to support the position taken by the dis-
tinguished Senator from California.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I can-
not begin to thank the minority leader
for the comments he has just made. I
am rather surprised at the opposition
of my friend, the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Proxmirel. My friends from
Wisconsin comes from a State which has
received munificent treatment by the
Federal Treasury in price supports
throughout the years. How much of
that has come back into the Treasury
of the United States? Not a penny.

But here today we have a project
which is a reimbursable project, the
moneys derived from which will be re-
turned to the Federal Treasury by the
water users and by the power users in
the State of California. This is no lar-
gess. This is something which has the
approval of every affected agency. Iam
greatly distressed by my friend from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams]. Is it not fair
to say that the approval by the Bureau
of the Budget constitutes the approval by
the administration? I think so.

It is also fair to point out—and with
this I conclude my statement—that the
able and distinguished Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] offered an
amendment with respect to the so-called
basic crops. That is exactly in line with
what the Senate did 2 years ago in the
upper Colorado River legislation, which
was also recommended by the Eisen-
hower administration.

There is nothing new and novel in the
proposed legislation we have before us.
Only a few days ago one of the Senators
from the State of Washington came to
the Senate with a project, likewise rec-
ommended. It wasapproved by the Sen-
ate. Why should this proposed project
be chosen for opposition?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In an-
swer to the Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from California I might say
that when I opened my remarks I con-
ceded that the project had the approval
of the Department of the Interior and
the Bureau of the Budget, which indi-
cates that the administration is in favor
of it. That, however, does not make it
sacred. I have said, and I repeat the
statement, if anyone can show me where
the Department of Agriculture has in-
dicated in any way that it is in favor of
this project, I should like to see it. I
cannot conceive that the Department of
Agriculture, which asked Congress to
appropriate $600 million annually to pay
farmers to take land out of production,
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should now ask that $290 million be
spent through another agency to bring
land back into production.

I did not support the measure last
year, and I am not supporting it this
vear. Whether it passes or not this year
is a decision for the Senate to make.

I repeat that, notwithstanding all the
arguments which have been made by
the proponents of this project, no one
denies the fact that the project will in-
crease the surplus farm commodities
which are already in oversupply. That
statement cannot be denied. It cannot
be denied that the project will increase
the produection of cotton and all the
other basic crops, notwithstanding the
adoption of the Russell amendment, be-
cause the Russell amendment spells out
newly irrigated land, and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has said that less
than one-fourth of the project will fall
into the category of newly irrigated land,
and that all the rest will come in under

- old basic allotment.

The enactment of this bill will further
increase, through the Commodity Credit
Corporation in the Department of Agri-
culture, the multimillion dollar storage
expense of these products. We cannot
escape that fact in any manner, shape,
or form. I do not believe that the pro-
ponents will even attempt to deny it.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I merely wish to
make a brief statement in favor of the
bill as it stands, and against the motion
to recommit it.

I am very much distressed that Sena-
tors from the Middle West, particularly,
should raise their voices against the bill.
Because of a geographic phenomenon,
most of the western part of the United
States is arid. That whole vast section
of the United States which lies between
the Great Plains and the Pacific moun-
tain barriers, such as the Sierras and
the Cascades, does not have enough
water in natural precipitation. There
can be no agriculture in vast sections of
California, Oregon, and Washington and
in the great mountain States like Ari-
zona, Wyoming and Colorado unless
there is reclamation. Theodore Roose-
velt recognized that fact, when this
great President who was so familiar
with the West, established the U.S. Bu-
reau of Reclamation.

I recently saw a compilation prepared
by the Department of Agriculture on
the vast sums paid in Federal price sup-
ports and soil bank payments since those
programs were instituted. If I am not
mistaken, two of the three crops which
have received the largest sums in price
support benefactions and soil bank
benefactions are mainly grown in the
Middle West, and those are corn and
wheat. Price supports do not return
any direct financial payment to the
Treasury.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota.
President, will be Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I shall be glad to
yield in a moment. My State receives
to some limited degree wheat price sup-
ports and soil bank payments. Not-
withstanding that fact, in 1957 I was one
of only seven Members of the Senate
who voted to do away with the acreage
reserve of the soil bank, because in my
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opinion it had become very extravagant
and wasteful.

I believe that the distinguished junior
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER],
who is on the floor, was another Sena-
tor who cast his vote in favor of that
proposal, as was also the distinguished
Senator from Delaware [Mr., WiLLiams].

I do not see how Senators from the
Middle West can say that a reclamation
project in one of the States of the Far
West is a wasteful project, when most
of the cost of the project will be returned
to the Treasury in the form of revenues
collected for the water and power pro-
duced or in the form of amortization for
the development of land, and in the pay-
ments for pumping. We must even pay
for what it costs to pump the water, in
addition to the water rights. I believe
that is correct.

Mr. KUCHEL. That is correct.

Mr. NEUBERGER. My friend, the
Senator from California says it is cor-
rect, and of course it is.

By contrast, the vast sums spent for
farm price supports and soil bank pay-
ments are not returned to the Treasury
at all. Therefore I do not understand
how Senators from the lush Middle West
can take the position that the costly
price support payments are not a drain
on the Treasury, whereas the Federal
reclamation projects, which are reim-
bursable, do constitute a drain on the
Treasury. It does not seem to me to be
a fair or reasonable contention.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota,
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr, YOUNG of North Dakota, Is it
not true that because of these reclama-
tion projects, millions of Americans have
found opportunity in the western part
of the United States, and that if we
wait for such time as when there will
be no surpluses of cotton or wheat, we
will wait until eternity, except if we
should go through another wartime
period. I believe if we will examine
the record we will find that we have
always had surpluses of cotton and
wheat through long periods of time,
except during wartime,

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senafor
from North Dakota is eminently cor-
rect. He is a man of consistent posi-
tion. He has supported price support
payments, which are important to his
great agricultural State, and he has sup-
ported, also, the Federal reclamation
program which operates in a few parts of
the Dakotas and throughout most of
the American West,

I think it is a historical fact, which
we must recognize, that there would
be virtually no agriculture in the Rocky
Mountain region if it were not for the
Federal reclamation program. When
Senators take the floor to urge the de-
feat of a reclamation project such as
this, they are, in effect, saying there
should be no expansion of agriculture
in most of the American West from the
Continental Divide on to the Cascades
and Sierras.

I thank the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Youwnel for the consistent

Mr.
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support he has given to this irrigation
program,

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
reply to the Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from California, the fact
that the Bureau of the Budget favors a
program should in no way, it seems to
me, foreclose the right of Senators to
make, or try to make, economies in the
program. The minority leader offers
the Senate a fantastic argument when
he says that this is a program which
cannot be cut simply because the Bu-
reau of the Budget has recommended it.
I expect to offer amendments in the
coming months which will reduce au-
thorizations or appropriations approved
by the Bureau of the Budget, whenever
I find there is fat—as there is in this
case—in their recommendations. They
have and will yield to political pressure
to advocate unwarranted spending.

The second argument made by the
Senator from California and the Senator
from Oregon, that this is money which
will be returned, and is not simply a gift,
is not quite accurate. The fact is that
this is largely interest-free money, be-
cause it relates to irrigation, as con-
trasted with bills which so far have been
under fire the most in the country,
namely, the housing bill and the de-
pressed areas bill. Those are largely
loan programs, which make available
funds which will be returned to the Fed-
eral Treasury without the loss of a
nickel, because they will be paid back
with interest. Interest loss on this bill
may in the judgment of some competent
students of the legislation equal the
total authorization in the bill; and of
course the American taxpayer will have
to make up the full interest loss.

The Senator from Oregon makes an
excellent point, and the only point, I be-
lieve, raised by opponents of reclama-
tion which really relates to the heart of
the argument raised by the Senator from
Delaware. He points out that it is neces-
sary to have irrigation in the Far West if
there is to be any kind of agricultural
program at all. Of course, he is correct.

I think the Senate and the House
which means the American taxpayers
have been enormously generous to that
part of our country, and properly so. I
think it is highly desirable that there be
this kind of program. However, it seems
to me that it is a matter of timing. At
present, I think it is a masterpiece of
understatement to say there is no need
for a greater production of food. Ii is
true that some agricultural commodities
are not in surplus, but many of those are
likely to be in surplus in the future.
However, for the next 5 or 10 years there
is not likely to be any vast additional
need for cotton, alfalfa, fruits, and
vegetables.

It is true that my State of Wisconsin,
as well as the rest of the Midwest, has
benefited by the price support program,
We are very sorry we have found
these programs necessary. Democrats
and Republicans, alike—farmers, par-
ticularly—regret very much the necessity
for the price support program. Above
all, we want to see programs supported
by Congress which will eliminate the
necessity for price support programs.
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We do not want programs which will
force us to rely on price supports more
in the future than has been the case in
the past.

That is exactly what the bill proposes
to do. The bill will greatly increase the
production of food products which are
in competition with similar products
grown in Wisconsin, particularly alfalfa.
There will be a further increase in the
surplus of alfalfa and of milk. This will
make it necessary for us to rely even
more on price support programs, and we
do not like them.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator from
Wisconsin regrets the necessary to have
a price support program. I may say
that we from the Far West regret the
necessity to irrigate our arid uplands in
order to make them productive. But
Almighty God, in His infinite wisdom,
did not cause enough precipitation in
the form of rain or snowfall to occur
there so as to permit agriculture in its
natural state Therefore, it is necessary
to have artificial reclamation in the
form of canals and storage reservoirs.

I ask the Senator from Wisconsin if
in the interest of economy he will offer
an amendment to reduce the amount of
Federal funds for price supports on dairy
products.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I offered an amend-
ment to the prinecipal farm bill last year
to do exactly that. I think it would have
saved the Government an enormous
amount of money. The proposal was
supported by every dairy-producing or-
ganization in my State. This was a self-
help bill which would have prevented
dairy surpluses by self-regulation of
production with adequate penalties. We
favor that kind of action.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Does the Senator
favor eliminating price supports on corn
and wheat?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I do not want to
get into a discussion of that subject; it
is an entirely different one. I think
there ought to be a farm program which
will eliminate the necessity for price
supports by a limitation of farm pro-
duction. But that is entirely aside from
the point at issue.

My only difference with the Senator
from Oregon is one of timing. I agree,
certainly, that assistance should be pro-
vided for the reclamation and the irri-
gation of land in the Far West. I simply
say that this is not the time to do a great
deal more of it.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iyield.

Mr. ENGLE. The area covered by the
bill is already in agricultural produection.
This is not a matter of bringing new
land into production; it is a question of
changing the type of agriculture. Al-
most 200,000 acres are producing wheat
there now, because it is necessary for
the farmers to do dry-land farming, in-
asmuch as their wells go down from 600
to 2,000 feet. It is my assertion that by
putting water on the land, this agricul-
tural area will be transformed from one
which produces price-supported wheat
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and cotton into one where non-price-
supported products will be substituted.
More melons, fruits, and vegetables will
be grown to feed the millions of people
who are coming to California. We sim-
ply cannot otherwise grow enough of
such food to be consumed in the metro-
politan centers.

So if the Senator from Wisconsin is
arguing that we shall be bringing new
land into production, I should say that
he does not understand the point. We
are not doing that. These lands are at
present in production. We are trying
to change the nature of the production,
so that it will become non-price-sup-
ported preduction.

Mr., PROXMIRE. The facts were
specified by the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. WirLriams]. They have not been
challenged. He pointed out that there
would be an enormous increase in cot-
ton production and a tremendous in-
crease in alfalfa. Alfalfa is not now
supported, but it is directly related to
the production of livestock and milk
products, which are either in oversupply
now or will be in oversupply in the near
future.

It makes all the sense in the world
that when this much water is put on the
land, there will be an enormous increase
in the agricultural income in this partic-
ular area, at a time when there is a
surplus of food in America. Supply will
increase further; price will drop. So the
effect on the overall farm income will be
harmful, will be deleterious, and the ef-
fect on the taxpayers will be even
more so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HART in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams] to re-
commit the bill. On this question the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CanNoN],
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CuavEz], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Jounson], the Senators from Wyoming
[Mr. McGeE and Mr, O’MaHONEY], the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon-
RONEY], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SymineToN], and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. WiLrLiaMs] are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. CannoN], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. CrAVEZ], the Senator
from Texas [Mr. Jounson], the Senators
from Wyoming [Mr. McGee and Mr.
O'ManoNEY], the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MownroNEY], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. SymiNgToN]1, and the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WiL-
riams] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ArvrorT]
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
DworsHAK] are absent on official busi-
ness.
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The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BuTtiLEr], the Senator from Iowa [Mr,
HickeNLooOPER], the Senator from EKan-
sas [Mr. ScroePpEL], and the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY] are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes] and the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CoorEr] are detained on
official business.

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Bripges] is paired with
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Hampshire would vote “yea” and
the Senator from Colorado would vote
IlnaY.!J

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 57, as follows:

YEAS—24
Aiken Eastland Russell
Beall Ervin Saltonstall
Bush Frear Scott
Byrd, Va. Keating Smith
Capehart Lausche Stennis
Case, N.J Prouty Talmadge
Clark Proxmire Thurmond
Cotton Robertson Williams, Del.
NAYS—57

Anderson Hart McClellan
Bennett Hartke McNamara
Bible Hayden Magnuson
Byrd, W.Va Hennings Mansfield
Carlson Hill Martin
Carroll Holland Morse
Case, 5. Dak Hruska Morton
Church Humphrey Moss
Curtis Jackson Mundt
Dirksen Javits Murray

d Johnston, 8.C. Muskie
Douglas Jordan Neuberger
Ellender Kefauver Pastore
Engle Eennedy Randolph
Fulbright Kerr Smathers
Goldwater Euchel Sparkman
Gore Langer Yarborough
Green Long Young, N. Dak.
Gruening MecCarthy Young, Ohlo

NOT VOTING—1T7

Allott Cooper O'Mahoney
Bartlett Dworshak Schoeppel
Bridges Hickenlooper Symington
Butler Johnson, Tex. Wiley
Cannon McGee Williams, N.J.
Chavez Monroney

So the motion of Mr. WirLriams of
Delaware to recommit the bill was
rejected.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the motion was
rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

If there be no further amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill having been read the third time, the
question now is, Shall it pass?

The bill (S, 44) was passed.

"Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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RESERVES REQUIRED TO BE MAIN-
TAINED BY MEMBER BANKS OF
THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 185, Sen-
ate bill 1120, so that it may be made the
unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be read by title, for the information
of the Senate.

The LeEcisLaTive CLERK. A bill (S. 1120)
to amend section 19 of the Federal Re-
serve Act with respect to the reserves
required to be maintained by member
banks of the Federal Reserve System
against deposits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency with
amendments.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of Senators, let me say
that while this bill has been made the
unfinished business, it will not be acted
upon until tomorrow. It is my under-
standing that the introductory state-
ment on behalf of the bill will be made
by the chairman of the committee, the
junior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoeerTsonl, at the conclusion of the
morning hour tomorrow.

The remainder of the session today will
be for the purpose of speeches, insertions
in the REecorp, and things of that sort.
There will be no more votes,

SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY
PROJECT, CALIFORNIA

Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr, Presidenf, the
people of the country won a great victory
this afternoon when section 6(a) of the
San Luis bill was eliminated.

If this provision is not restored in the
House of Representatives, it will mean
that the big estates of California in the
Central Valley, if they wish to secure
the surface irrigation water, can be com-
pelled to dissolve into smaller farms, and
there will be a better basis of land owner=-
ship and cultivation in this great area.

Mr, President, I think the result of this
vote indicates the importance of discus-
sion and debate, because when the bill
was brought to the floor on last Tuesday
everything was apparently primed for its
speedy passage. The committee, with
one possible exception, had brought in a
report advocating the bill with the in-
clusion of section 6(a). This provision
was supported by the two very amiable,
popular, and able Senators from Cali-
fornia. The great majority of the mem-
bership did not know a great deal about
the bill, and therefore was ready to ap-
prove it.

I must also admit that the two Sena-~
tors who primarily took the floor to op-
pose the measure, the senior Senator
from Oregon and the senior Senator
from Illinois, would probably never win
any popularity contest among the Mem-
bers of this body.
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We had before us for -consideration,
therefore, a measure with everything in
its favor. .

The Senator from Oregon and the
Senator from Illinois in the debates of
last week and yesterday tried to de-
velop the facts in this case, and I think
we demonstrated to the satisfaction of
those who listened and read the REcorp
that, with section 6(a) in it, it was a bad
bill.

There were only a few people who lis-
tened to the debates. At times it seemed
to be a futile exercise. There were only
a few people on the floor as we talked
against what seemed to be overwhelm-
ing odds.

Yet the extraordinary thing is that as
the facts were developed one could see the
opinion of the Senate change. Senator
after Senator took the floor to say he be-
lieved section 6(a) was a bad section and
should be eliminated from the bill, ;

The analysis of the bill spread by a
process of osmosis through the Senate
as a whole, so that those who did not
hear the debates nevertheless read the
REcorD, or colleagues upon whom they
relied relayed information to them.
This afternoon it became pretty clear
from the voice vote, and was made
abundantly clear on the division vote
which was taken, that it was the over-
whelming opinion of the Senate that
section 6(a) should be eliminated from
the bill.

This was both a great victory for the
people and also a demonstration of the
value of discussion and debate. There
has been too much of an idea, Mr. Presi-
dent, that important public matters
should be settled off the floor, should be
settled by secret arrangements, and that
debate itself should be minimized and
curtailed, being at best useless and at
worst actually harmful.

I hope our experience in this debate
will encourage other Senators from time
to time, when they feel strongly about a
measure and feel informed about that
measure, to take the floor of the Senate
and to express their convictions honestly
and accurately. I hope, therefore, that
this discussion may pave the way for
something of a change in Senate pro-
cedure in this matter.

I also wish to pay tribute to the many
people in California who, amidst dis-
couragements and great pressures, have
remained faithful to the ideal of a demo-
cratic system of ownership of land—
humble men and women, farmers, la-
borers, scholars, and editors of small
papers who have made great sacrifices.

I also wish to pay tribute to those
who in the past have held up the ideal
of the 160-acre limitation and the broad
ownership of land, and who were
punished for their convictions. These
are people who have been boycotted and
blacklisted in the valley and through-
out California because of opinions which
they 'have held. There are heroic public
figures such as Helen Gahagan Douglas,
who went down to political defeat in
1950 in part because she stood for this
principle. These people perished along
the wayside—in some cases physically
and in other cases politically—but they:
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kept the spark of revolt against land
monopoly alive. Without them the vie-
tory which was won this afternoon would
not have been possible. I salute these
men and these women. I thank them for
all they have done. I pay tribute to
them.

I also wish to thank the two Senators
from Oregon, both the senior Senator
and the junior Senator, for the magnif-
icent help, assistance, and leadership
they gave in this debate, which are really
beyond praise.

I also wish to pay tribute, if I may, to
the two Senators from California, the
senior Senator and the junior Senator.
We had a hard struggle. It was a vigor-
ous fight, but the Senators from Cali-
fornia fought fair and preserved
throughout the personal friendliness
and amiability we should all have in our
relationship with those with whom we
may disagree. I wish to say that on my
part I have only the kindliest, warmest,
and friendliest of feelings for both these
fine Senators.

I believe that in its final form the
measure, while it is costly, will probably
in the long years ahead pay out, because
the land is extremely fertile. I can only
hope that the retention of the 160-acre
limitation will prevail in the House and
will be present in the final bill.

I wish to say to my good friends from
California that if by any chance sec-
tion 6(a) should reappear in the bill in
any form the Senator from Illinois will
fight the proposed bill, as he has stated,
on the beaches, in the fields, and on the
streets, to the very end.

I voted for the bill once section 6(a)
had been eliminated. But if section 6(a)
comes back into the bill, I believe it will
be found that the Senator from Illinois,
the Senators from Oregon, and other
Senators will be quite vigorous in their
opposition.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SCHOEP-
PEL ON NOMINATION OF LEWIS L.
STRAUSS TO BE SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScHoEPPEL] yesterday made a robust
statement before the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce on the
nomination of Lewis L. Strauss to be
Secretary of Commerce. I believe the
statement is enlightening, and is worthy
of a place in the Recorp. I therefore
ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ANDREW F. SCHOEP-
PEL AT HEARING OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE DUR-
ING HEARING ON NOMINATION oF LEwIs L,
StrAUSS To BE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
May 11, 19569
Now that we are entering what I hope

will be the final week of our hearings on the

nomination of Lewis L. Strauss to be Secre-
tary of Commerce, I want to make a brief
statement as ranking minority member on
the way the committee has handled this
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nomination., Those of the minority with
whom I have talked do not want our silence
thus far to be taken as approval of or ac-
quiescence in the extraordinarily hostile ap-
proach that has beén taken toward the
nominee in the name of our committee.
Others may wish to make their own or sup-
plementary remarks.

We Republicans are a minority of 6 on a
committee having 17 members. We cannot
control what is done in the name of our
committee, but we can protest, and this I
am now doing. In so doing, I recognize
that there may be and likely are members
of the majority who have neither authorized
nor approved the conduct I condemn. Their
influence should be helpful in bringing
about much needed correction.

It was anticipated, of course, that the
nomination of Lewis L. Strauss would not
meet with universal acclaim. He is a
strong-minded man who has for years car-
ried the responsibility for decision in areas
roamed by other strong-minded men. In

* particular, we were aware of his opponents

among proponents of public power and the
long-standing serles of disagreements be-
tween the nominee and the present chair=
man of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy. We thought it likely that Senators
active in the Dixon-Yates inquiries as well
as the chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy would want to oppose the
Strauss nomination vigorously.

It does not seem appropriate to us that our
committee be turned into a practice hall for
the 1960 senatorial campaign or into an
arena for the settlement of old grudges.
Therefore, in behalf of the minority, I sug-
gested to our committee chairman that we
invite our Senate colleagues, if interested, to
appear as witnesses before our committee or
to submit questions through the chairman,
but that we limit questioning of witnesses to
members of our own committee and to prop-
erly designated members of the committee
staff, Chairman MacwuUsoN agreed and an-
nounced at an executive session of our com-
mittee that, without objection, such a course
would be followed. Thereafter, letters to
that effect went to all Senators.

It came as quite a surprise to the minority
when a Senator not on this committee began
his testimony by saying that he had not
availed himself of the general invitation
issued by our committee but had responded
to a special invitation dated April 22, 1959,
in which our chairman told him:

“I feel very strongly that it is important
to our consideration of this nomination that
you appear and outline for our committee the
record of Mr. Strauss’ dealings with the Joint
Committee and lend us the benefit of your
opinions with regard to the important ques-
tions raised in connection with this
nominee."

The minority members were not advised
that any such letter had gone out. It has
had these consequences that could have been
anticipated and should have been avoided:
A Benator not a member of our committee
has dominated our public hearings, sat with
the members of our committee, vicariously
cross-examined the nominee, and, behind the
scenes, has participated in planning an ex-
amination of a kind wholly inappropriate to
our purposes. It would be appropriate at all
only if Mr. Strauss were being considered for
another term on the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. We deplore this usurpation. It
should have been resisted by the majority.

Normally, nominations referred to our
committee are handled with the assistance
of the regular committee staff. However,
after slightly earlier oral notice to me, the
other minority members learned on April 8,
through a committee press release, that an
gttorney had been hired by the committee
as special counsel for the Strauss hearings.
Later, an assistant was hired for the special
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counsel, but no press release was lssued and
his presence on the staff came to public
knowledge only when he was mentioned dur-
ing the hearings as having custody of some
Civil Aeronautics Board files which the nom-
inee had been seeking to examine in order
to prepare rebuttal testimony.

The chairman’'s private office adjoining
the Commerce Committee’'s quarters has
been turned over to the special counsel, and
there, almost half a city block away from
the room which the minority clerk and the
minority counsel share with others of the
committee staff, people come and go who are
zealous to block the confirmation of Secre-
tary Strauss. While any intent to act in
secret is now denied, the practical reality
is that the minority members of this com-
mittee have been kept in the dark and the
office of special counsel, under some urging
unknown to us, has become the office of
special prosecutor.

We of the minority concede that a more
timely protest on our part could have averted
some of the matters of which we complain.
We explain our tardiness on three grounds:
The natural reluctance of each of us to place
any restriction on any other Senator, our
desire to avold emphasizing partisanship in
the consideration of this nomination, and
our hope that correction would come in due
course from the majority.

There are some signs that this is now be-
ginning to happen. Objection has been
volced on the majority side to the latitude
allowed witnesses in stating undocumented
opinions, and just last Saturday, special
counsel offered to open to minority inspec-
tion such unsolicited communications from
outside the Senate as have been sent to the
committee or its chairman with respect to
the pending nomination.

It is not too late to get this matter
firmly back on the track. As the record
stands, a few events in the long public life
of the nominee have been singled out for
an inordinate amount of attention. They
are all past history. Historians, not this
committee, will have to decide as to each
event who was right and who wrong,
or whether under the pressure of strong
emotions mountains were made of mole-
hills.

In our view, the majority members of this
committee have the responsibility for cor-
recting the distortions that have entered
the record of these hearings. Theirs is the
responsibility so to conduct the hearings
that exhumed controversies outside this
committee’s jurisdiction will not becloud or
crowd out testimony relevant to the noms-
inee's fitness for the post to which he has
been named. It is the majority's responsi-
bility to protect the nominee against de-
mands that he show more than mortal skill
in remembering and describing events long
past, and more than mortal patience when
attacks on his truthfulness and integrity
are dignified and endlessly repeated.

It is up to the majority to conduct these
hearings in a climate in which it becomes
easy to recognize that truth does not spring
automatically from the lips of the accuser
and falsehood automatically from the lips
of the accused. Most important of all, it
is up to the majority to reclaim effective
control of these proceedings, to restore dig-
nity to them, and to push them to an early
conclusion.

UNEMPLOYMENT STATISTICS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, sup-
plementing the statement made by the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brincges] on Monday on the new unem-
ployment statistics just released by the
Labor Department, I should like to add
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that an employed labor force of 65 mil-
lion for April is an all-time high for
that month. The increase in employ=
ment by 1.2 million in April as com=-
pared with March is very impressive.
With it unemployment was down by
735,000 last month. That leaves a total
unemployed force of 3.6 million, or 5.3
percent of the employed total.

Both the drop in unemployment and
the increase in employment is double the
seasonal expectations. These figures
should inspire confidence in the vitality
of our economy and also in the national
administration.

By this I do not mean to say that with
an unemployed force of 3,600,000 we
should be complacent or that the battle
is entirely won. The Eisenhower ad-
ministration is dedicated to a strong na-
tional economy founded on right policies
and this program will continue.

One more observation is in order. It
is quite clear that Secretary Mitchell
will not have to eat his hat. At the
AFL-CIO Jobless Conference in Wash-
ington in April, Secretary Mitchell
stated his conviction that unemploy-
ment would be down to 3 million and
employment up to 67 million by October.
We are in the month of May and if
nothing more than normal seasonal in-
creases occur between now and October,
the unemployed will drop to 2.8 million
and the employed will increase to a
figure of 67 million. It is quite certain
that Seeretary Mitchell will not be called
upon to eat his chapeau.

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois,

U.S. DISTRICT ATTORNEY FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a
statement appeared in the House hear-
ings on the Department of Justice ap-
propriation bill for fiscal 1960 which re-
lates to the U.S. attorney for the north-
ern district of Illinois.

The chairman of the subcommittee ad-
dressed a question to the budget officer
of the Department of Justice based on
a report by the House Judiciary Com-
mittee with reference to the conduct of
Robert Tieken, the U.S. attorney for the
northern distriet of Illinois. The ques-
tion related to what had been done by
the Attorney General with reference to
the conclusions and recommendations
in that report, to which the Attorney
General provided the following infor-
mation:

Mr. CeLLER'S letter transmitting the report
was received in the Department on August
27, 1958. Careful consideration has bheen
given to its conclusions and recommenda-
tions. Mr. Tieken’s term expired March 17,
1958. The person to succeed him has not
yet been recommended to the President,
but such a recommendation for another
person will be made in the very near future.

I have been queried concerning this
statement since the hearings became
public. More than 5 years ago I sub-
mitted Mr. Tieken’s name for U.S. at-
torney, because I deemed he would be
competent, courageous and vigorous in
carrying out his duties in a very sensi-
tive office.
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I have known Mr. Tieken for 25 years,
and when I submitted his name I was
more than confident that he would per-
form the duties of the office in a satis-
factory way and bring to the people
within the jurisdiction of that office the
kind of vigorous law enforcement which
they expected and to which they are en-
titled.

Nothing has arisen in all the inter-
vening years to change my mind regard-
ing his integrity and ability. The rec-
ord achieved by him and his associates
in that office is unexcelled in any area
of the Nation. I have submitted no
other name to replace him nor have I
asked him to resign. I expect him to
continue in that office and to conduct
it in the same capable fashion which
he has done in the past.

PANAMA DANGER ZONE

Mr, MARTIN. Mr. President, for
more than a decade I have followed in-
teroceanic canal problems closely and
made many statements thereon in and
out of the Congress, particularly with
respect to the question of canal defense
and Isthmian Canal policy. These mat-
ters are now being studied by a board of
consultants under the direction of the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries of the House of Representa-
tives.

Thus, it was most gratifying to read
in the May 9, 1959, issue of the Saturday
Evening Post a highly informative arti-
cle on the canal question by Demaree
Bess, one of its distinguished contribut-
ing editors specializing in foreign af-
fairs. I commend it for readng by all
Members of the Congress and other
agencies of the Federal Government con-
cerned with canal matters.

To make this article more readily
available, I ask unanimous consent to
place significant portions of it at this
point in the body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Saturday Evening Post, May 9,
19691

THE PAaNAMA DANGER ZONE
(By Demaree Bess)

(The celebrated canal is still one of our
vulnerable lifelines—and now the Pana-
manians are making things really difficult.)

The Panamsa Canal was the subject of the
first full-length speech in the new 86th Con-
gress, made last January 9 in the House by
Representative Dawien J. Froop, veteran
Democrat from Wilkes-Barre, Pa. Recog-
nized by many as an authority on his sub-
ject, Representative FLoop warned the House
that a situation has developed which threat-
ens to make the Panama Canal “another
Berlin” on our southern doorstep. He ex-
plained that this threat arises from a very
slick law passed by the little Republic of
Panama last December which enables its
government to control access to the canal
by water both from the Pacific and Atlan-
tic—Caribbean—sides in the same way Rus-
sia controls access by land to Berlin.

The new law extends Panama's sovereignty
over its coastal waters from the traditional
8-mile limit to a 12-mile limit, and thus
asserts control over a 9-mile stretch of ocean
between both canal terminals and the open
seas. This was made possible by a loophole
in the 1903 canal treaty which restricted

.reconsider
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U.S. jurisdiction to 3 sea miles from each
terminal—that was enough in 1903 to assure
access to the open seas.

Representative Froop told the House that
this is only one of many recent moves by
Panamanian nationalists and politicians to
undermine U.S. control of the canal, He
added, “This is a matter that cannot safely
be ignored.

“We must not permit the creation of an-
other Berlin at this artery of world com-
merce.”

However, other Members of Congress did
ignore his warning. Not one of them pub-
licly commented on his speech, and it did
not get a single line in Washington and
New York newspapers which specialize in
foreign news. But on the same day that
Congressman FLoob addressed the House for
30 minutes, the State Department sent a
note to the Government of Panama pro-
testing the new law and expressing the hope
that the Republic would “find it possible to
its action.” Pour days later
Panama’s National Assembly unanimously re-
jected this request for reconsideration,
which meant that the matter was dead-
locked unless and until some overt act oc-
curred.

Now, minor crises between our Govern-
ment and the Republic of Panama over is-
sues connected with the Panama Canal are
nothing new—there have been a good many
of them through the years. But it is doubt-
ful whether any crisis has been as acute as
the current one. A potentially explosive
situation has been set up which would com-
pel a showdown between the United States
and Panama if the latter government ever at=
tempted to enforce its sovereignty to the
waters in question. Representative Froop's
Berlin analogy has dramatized the situation
although, of course, the power factors are
not comparable. Panama is not a military
power and has virtually no navy.

Nevertheless, it has been demomnstrated
time and again recently that the actions of
very small nations can have far-reaching
effects upon great powers. So it is worth
noting that the Republic of Panama's chal-
lenge to the United States, though generally
ignored in this country, was treated as one
of the major news events of the year in
Panama. For days on end it was reported
under banner headlines in both English- and
Spanish-language newspapers there.

Last January 13 the fifty-odd members of
Panama's Assembly voted unanimously to
give Congressman Froop the formal title of
Panama's “Public Enemy No. 1,” although
Representative FLoop had pointed out in his
January speech that he was not the first
to compare the Panama Canal's present pre-
dicament with the Berlin situation. That
comparison originated in a Panama City
newspaper owned and edited by former
President Harmodio Arias, of Panama.

The situation in Panama will not evapo-
rate merely because the American press
generally has ignored it. The 12-mile law
was a planned move in a lengthy campaign
by Panamanian nationalists to reinforce
their claim to sovereignty in the 10-mile-
wide Canal Zone through which the canal
was cut, Panama’s politicians are frankly
interested in using the canal to get more
revenue from the United States. Extreme
nationalists have more far-reaching ambi-
tions. They proclaim their intention
eventually to nationalize it as Egypt did the
Suez Canal.

This is the situation which worries Rep-
resentative Froop, who has been fascinated
by the Panama Cansal since he first traversed
it in 1918, when he was 15 years old. He has
followed its affairs closely ever since, and he
recently urged the Saturday Evening Post to
make an independent study of its present
predicament. I was assigned to do that.
After many weeks of research, I have reached
conclusions somewhat different from Mr,
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Froop’s, but I do not think he has exagger-
ated the potential dangers.
* * " - L]

A brief review of the canal's history is
necessary to understand today's complica-
tions. The U.S. role in the story divides
rather sharply into two distinct parts, each
dominated by a Roosevelt. Theodore Roose-
velt looms large in the early part, while
Franklin D. Roosevelt initiated the current
part.

The American Government decided to con-
struct the canal only after the French build-
ers of the Suez Canal had tried and failed.
The Frenchmen discovered to their sorrow
that the Panama project was infinitely more
difficult than Suez, and they lost fortunes
before finally abandoning the attempt.
President Theodore Roosevelt then became
enthusiatic about the project in 1902. Al-
though a majority in the Senate favored a
route through Nicaragua, T.R. plumped for
Panama. His administration first negotiated
a liberal treaty with Colombia, which then
governed the Isthmus of Panama as a prov-
ince. But the treaty got mixed up with Co-
lombia’s domestic politics. Colombia’s con-
gress adjourned in 1903 without ratifying it,
despite the repeated warning of the Colom-
bian negotiator in Washington, Tom#i Her-
rin, that the delay would mean either the
loss of the canal to Nicaragua or would pro-
voke T.R. into backing Panamanian revolu-
tionaries, who had made several previous
attempts to secede from Colombia.

Theodore Roosevelt wasted no time in
making that prediction come true. Only a
few days after the Colombian Congress ad-
journed, the Republic of Panama was pro-
claimed, and T.R.s administration imme-
diately recognized the new government and
guaranteed its independence. In return the
revolutionaries accepted a treaty which was
much more favorable to the United States
than the Colombian treaty had been. The
envoy who represented the revolutionaries
in negotiations for the 1903 treaty was not a
Panamanian but a brilliant French engineer,
Fhillippe Bunau-Varilla, who was eager to
salvage his large share of the defunct French
New Panama Canal Co.'s stock, which the
United States had agreed to buy if the canal
went through Panama.

This highly irregular procedure more than
& half a cenfury ago figures prominently in
today’s clalms by Panamanian nationalists.
It explains why some Panamanians are still
grateful to Theodore Roosevelt and why many
are not., The grateful ones recognize T.R. as
one of the Republic's founding fathers. They
agree that if he had not acted as he did the
canal almost certainly would have been built
through Nicaragua, so that today’s world
shipping would bypass Panama. Ungrateful
Panamanlans argue that T.R. cheated Pana-
ma when, by underwriting Panama’s inde-
pendence, he obtained a more favorable
treaty than he had previously offered Colom-
bia. This is the basis of nationalist demands
for sovereignty in the Canal Zone and an
immediate split in the canal's receipts.

The Theodore Roosevelt period in United
States-Panama relations lasted three decades.
Then Franklin D. Roosevelt initiated drastic
changes in 1933. During the T.R. period
the Republic of Panama was an American
protectorate, defended by American troops
and profiting from business the canal
brought. The 553 square miles of the Canal
Zone became a strongly fortified American-
style outpost, governed from Washington as
an outfit wholly concerned with operating
the canal efficiently, During these three
decades Panamanians more or less gracefully
consented to be beneficiarles of the canal
tolls. But nationalist emotions were grow-
ing. During & visit to Washington in 1933
Panama's President Harmodio Arias per-
suaded Franklin D. Roosevelt that it was time
to terminate the protectorate and relinquish
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special American treaty rights in Panama
outside the Canal Zone. These included the
authority to pre-empt land for military pur-
poses, to control sanitation and public health
and to conduct enterprises designed to make
the canal more efficient.

F.D.R. gave up these treaty rights. When
he did so, he underestimated the opposition
of American military leaders and the Sen-
ate. The promises he made, although hailed
with tremendous enthusiasm in Panama,
were so vigorously resisted in Washington
that 6 years of negotiation and debate fol-
lowed before our Senate ratified a revised
treaty In 1939. This lengthy delay between
pledge and fulfillment caused much ill-
feeling in Panama, and the revisions left
American military leaders still unhappy
about the canal's defenses. When World
War II broke out, their misgivings were con-
firmed. By that time Panama had a presi-
dent openly hostile to the United States,
and not until Pearl Harbor did the Panama
Government agree to lease land outside the
Canal Zone for military bases—and then
only for the duration. Immediately after
World War II ended, agitation against the
American bases became so intense that half
of the leases were canceled in 1945, the rest
in 1948. American Armed Forces were there-
after confined to the narrow confines of the
Canal Zone.

Thus American hopes that concessions to
the Republic of Panama would reduce fric-
tion over the canal have not been fulfilled.
Since F.D R. initiated major treaty revisions,
many additional concessions have been
made, but nationalist agitation for a greater
voice in the canal's affairs has increased.
Egypt's nationalization of the Suez Canal in
1956 added fuel to Panamanian flames. In-
ternational Communism has not overlooked
thls opportunity to aggravate tensions in a
vulnerable area. From the Communist view-
point, it would be foolish not to make the
most of unrest in Panama and the Canal
Zone, which can simultaneously weaken
American control of this strateglically and
commercially vital waterway and damage
U.S. relations with Latin Americans,

But, in my opinion, Congressman FLoop
has overstressed Communist influence,
which thus far has been more potential
than real. A much more serious threat, I
believe, lies in Washington's failure to make
a sharp distinction between the two entitles
which are uneasy neighbors in the Isthmus
of Panama—the Republic of Panama and
the American-administered Canal Zone. For
all practical purposes the Canal Zone and
the Republic resemble two separate coun-
tries. Yet ever since 1933 their affairs have
been increasingly scrambled. This has come
about because so many different segments
of the American Government have had some
kind of finger in the Panama Canal pie.
These include the White House, both houses
of Congress, all three branches of the armed
gservices and at least a dozen other govern-
mental departments and agencies. For a
quarter of a century these multiple Wash-
ington authorities have been unable to recon-
cile their views about whether the Canal
Zone and the canal are exclusively U.S.
enterprises or whether the Republic of
Panama has a joint interest in them.

For example, Presidents Truman and
Eisenhower both have contributed personally
to the existing uncertainty in Washington
about the canal's status. In 1945 President
Truman shocked almost everybody directly
concerned with the canal when, at the
Potsdam Conference, he proposed that the
Panama Canal be internationalized along
with other waterways in world commerce.
That proposal got mowhere only because
Joseph Stalin flatly rejected it. Apparently
Mr, Truman still does not realize that Stalin
saved him from an embarrassing predica-
ment, because his proposal would have been
as bitterly opposed by almost all Pana=-
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manians as it would have been by US.
Armed Forces and the Senate. Only last
November 80, Mr. Truman defended his
Potsdam proposal on Edward R. Murrow's
television program, “Small World.* The
former British Prime Minister, Lord Attlee,
also was on that program, and one inter-
change went as follows:

“Mr. MurroW. Lord Attlee seems to believe
that some of the trouble spots, including
Formosa, ought to be internationalized.
How do you feel about that, Mr. President
(Truman)? I seem to remember that you
suggested as far back as 1945 at Potsdam
that certain areas should be international-
ized, including, I believe, the Suez Canal.

“Mr. TRuMAN. Yes, I did. And the Rhine-
Danube Canal, the Kiel Canal, the Panama
Canal. All those waterways and the
Bosporus, too, ought to be internationally
controlled, and then there wouldn't be any
trouble over them.

“Mr. ATTLEE. Yes, I remember very well
your putting that forward at Potsdam, and
I agreed with you entirely.

“Mr. TRUMAN. You certainly did, and we
tried our best to get some action on it, but
the Russians wouldn't agree to it.”

One illogical result of President Truman’s
proposal was to encourage Panamanian na-
tionalists, although most of them are mcre
vigorously opposed to internationalizing the
canal than most Americans are. They pro-
claim, “The canal is ours,” and cite Mr,
Truman's lumping together of Panama and
Suez to support their claims. However, the
status of these two canals is wholly differ-
ent. The Suez Canal was built by a private
company on leased Egyptian territory, under
a contract providing reversionary rights to
the Egyptian Government. The Panama
Canal was built by the U.S. Government in
a Canal Zone which the United States was
empowered to govern in perpetulty “as if it
were the sovereign.” But if an American
President doesn’t recognize any difference,
Panamanians can hardly be blamed for
equal misunderstanding.

Soon after President Eisenhower assumed
office in 1953 he sought to improve our rela-
tions with Panama by personal diplomacy.
Unfortunately this well-meant attempt has
further scrambled the affairs of the Canal
Zone and the Republic of Panama. In Sep-
tember 1853, President José Remoén of Pan-
ama paid a state visit to Washington, getting
red-carpet treatment. When he went home
President Remén, who was later assassinated,
told cheering crowds in Panama City about
his visit. He sald that Mr. Eisenhower
greeted him as a friend, and the two Presi-
dents quickly agreed to issue a joint state-
ment approving a principle eagerly supported
by Panamanian nationalists. This was the
principle that “the two nations which made
possible the construction of the canal”
should benefit equally from it.

According to Panamanlan newspaper re-
ports at the time, President Remdn declared
that just before a state dinner given for him
by Secretary Dulles “a litile bureaucrat from
the State Department brought over a joint
statement which was not the same thing at
all” as the visitor wanted. “So before the
dinner,” Remoén told his cheering supporters.
*“I told Mr. Eisenhower that I could not
drink with him until we signed the right
statement. He read the one that had been
sent me and agreed it was not right. So in
a corner of the banquet room the President
dictated to Secretary Dulles—who used his
knee for a desk"—the communigue which
was made public. The generalized principle
thus proclaimed is the basis for the current
nationalist campaign demanding a B50-50
split in the canal's gross revenues, which
amounted in fiscal 1958 to $83,100,000. Of
course, any such split would mean that the
Panama Canal Company would be compelled
either to increase tolls already considered
high or operate at a heavy loss.
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With so many points of friction unresolved,
the Panama Canal is approaching one of the
most critical periods in its history. The
canal is partially obsolescent, and costly
changes will be required to bring it up to
date. So the American Government must
soon make both technical and political de-
cisions about the canal. The technical prob-
lems are being studied by a group of experts
who were appointed in November 1857 by
Congress to investigate the future of trans-
isthmian waterways, not only in Panama
but also in “alternate locations in the
isthmus.” The group will report some time
this summer. The results of their studles
will not be revealed before they are sub-
mitted to the Congress, but two of their con-
clusions can be confidently predicted:

1. The Panama Canal can be modernized
at a fraction of the cost of any new trans-
isthmian canal, and can have the capacity
to handle probable traffic increases at least
until the end of this century. According
to an estimate by the Stanford Research
Institute, increase in cargo volume will not
exceed 73 percent by 1975, and 136 percent
by the year 2000. So no new canal is tech-
nically necessary.

2. The Panama Canal's approaching obso-
lescence is due to the fact that ships have
become much larger than its builders antici-
pated, so that many are handled with diffi-
culty, and some huge tankers and warships
cannot get through at all. Two schemes
have been proposed to solve this deficiency.
One is a sea-level canal; the other is the
so-called locks-terminal lake system. The
latter would adopt the present canal, in
which ships are lifted in three steps to a
fresh-water lake 85 feet above sea level. The
proposed modification would widen some
cuts and build a terminal lake on the Pacific
side. A sea-level canal admittedly would cost
several times the terminal-lake scheme—as
much as $10 billion—and the chief argu-
ment in its favor has been that it offers
greater protection from attack. But that
argument has lost much of its force because
almost all experts now agree that any Kind
of waterway could not be locally defended
in a nuclear war. Today the only real im-
portance of local defense in the Canal Zone
is against sabotage. So the technical con-
sultants are almost certain to recommend
the locks-terminal lake system.

To sum up, this means the Panama Canal
can be modernized to meet the needs of
world shipping at least to the end of this
century at reasonable cost to the United
States and at no cost to Panama. There is
just one major obstacle to this project, and
that is the political uncertainty in United
Btates-Panama relations.

An illustration of the potential danger oc-
curred last February, when an accidental co~
incidence brought Panama briefly into the
news. The United States conducted long-
planned maneuvers designed to show that
the Panama Canal can be best defended by
bringing paratroopers from distant bases.
About 2,000 Americans from Carolina bases
were dropped at Rio Hato, the only maneu-
vering ground in the isthmus which Ameri-
cans still have treaty rights to use. Almost
at the same moment riots broke out in
Panama City, the Republic's capital, which
adjoins the Canal Zone. These riots were
wholly concerned with domestic politics, but
a few nationalist agitators did their best to
connect them with demands for more power
in the zone and with the American ma-
neuvers—fortunately with little success,
But this episode underlined the need to de=-
termine unmistakably the Canal Zone's po-
litieal status before the American Govern=
ment commits further large-scale expendi-
ture on the canal.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 33 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
May 13, 1959, at 12 o’'clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, May 12, 1959

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Dr. Cliff R. Johnson, Westminster
Presbyterian Church, Alexandria, Va.,
offered the following prayer:

We remember, O God, how our Lord
Jesus has said, “Ask, and it will be given
unto you, seek and you will find; knock
and it will be opened unto you.”—Mat-
thew 7: 7.

We ask for Thy wisdom, O God, we
seek Thy guidance, we stand knocking
that we may receive of Thy infinite grace.
With Thy wisdom, Thy guidance, and
Thy grace, we can make this a good day
for our Nation and for ourselves.

Grant that all that transpires within
this Chamber this day may serve to make
for understanding, for compassion, for
brotherhood, and for peace. This we
pray for Jesus’ sake. Amen.

The Journsal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Ratchford,
one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
MecGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a joint reso-
lution of the following title, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S5.J. Res. 94. Joint resolution to defer the
proclamation of marketing guotas and acre-
age allotments for the 1960 crop of wheat
until June 1, 1959.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. The House will stand
in recess subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 2 min-
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO
HOUSES OF CONGRESS TO RE-
CEIVE HIS MAJESTY THE KING OF
THE BELGIANS

The SPEAKER of the House of Repre-
sentatives presided.

At 12 o’clock and 21 minutes p.m. the
Doorkeeper announced the Vice Presi-
dent and Members of the U.S. Sen=-
ate, who entered the Hall of the
House of Representatives, the Vice Presi-
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dent taking the chair at the right of
the Speaker, and the Members of the
Senate the seats reserved for them.

The SPEAKER. On the part of the
House, the Chair appoints as members
of the committee to escort His Majesty
the King of the Belgians, into the Cham-
ber, the gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr.
ALBERT; the gentleman from Michigan,
Mr. RaBauT; the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. BurLEsoN; the gentleman from In-
diana, Mr. HarLrLEcK; and the gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. CHIPERFIELD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. On the part
of the Senate the Chair appoints as
members of the committee of escort the
Senator from Texas, Mr. JoansoN; the
Senator from Montana, Mr. MANSFIELD;
the Senator from Minnesota, Mr. Hum-
PHREY; the Senator from Illinois, Mr.
DirgseN; and the Senator from Vermont,
Mr. AIKEN.

The Doorkeeper announced the fol-
lowing guests, who entered the Hall of
the House of Representatives and took
the seats reserved for them:

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and
Chargés d’Affaires of foreign govern-
ments.

The Chief Justice of the United States
and Associate Justices of the Supreme
Court.

The members of the President's Cabi-
net.

At 12 o’clock and 31 minutes p.m. the
Doorkeeper announced His Majesty the
King of the Belgians.

His Majesty the King of the Belgians,
escorted by the committee of Senators
and Representatives, entered the Hall of
the House of Representatives and stood
at the Clerk's desk. [Applause, the
Members rising.]

The SPEAKER. Members of the Con-
gress, it gives me great pleasure, and I
deem it a high privilege, to welcome into
this Chamber the leader of a great, a
proud, and a free people, and a people
who are friendly to the United States of
America.

I present the King of the Belgians.
[Applause, the Members rising.]

ADDRESS OF HIS MAJESTY, THE
KING OF THE BELGIANS

The KING OF THE BELGIANS. Mr.
President, Mr. Speaker, Members of Con-
gress, ladies and gentlemen, I who am a
young man come from a country old
enough to have been spoken of proudly
by Julius Caesar.

I come to a country which for cen-
turies God kept hidden behind a veil
until its appointed hour when it took
into its young arms, the people of the
Old World.

America has been called a melting
pot, but it seems better to call it a mo-
saic, for in it each nation, people, and
race which has come to its shores has
been privileged to keep its individuality,
contributing, at the same time, its share
to the unified pattern of a new nation.
[Applause.]

I rejoice in the honor given to me by
this assembly, an honor which deeply
moves the hearts of the Belgian people.
Affer all, your country and mine have
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much in common. [Applause.] In both,
the state exists for the people, not the
people for the state. [Applause.] In
both, rights and liberties take their ori-
gin, not in the government, but as your
Declaration of Independence states, in
the unalienable rights given by the
Creator.

Time has not dimmed the gratitude
of my people for the sympathetic atti-
tude and practical help from America in
World War I. It wasthe American Com-
mission for Relief formed by PBrand
Whitlock under the Presidency of Her-
bert Hoover, which saved the population
of Belgium from the horrors of starva-
tion. The hunger we then had for bread
is now a hunger to be everlastingly grate-
ful for that great work of mercy.

Permit me also to register justifiable
pride in recalling that it was upon our
Belgian soil in the last war that General
MacAuliff wrote the shortest and most
unforgettable diplomatic note ever sent
in wartime. [Applause.] As you all
know it, I shall not tax your memory by
repeating it. [Laughter.]

Since that day, the name of Bastogne
has ever been cherished in our minds.
The graves of your gallant soldiers are
now part of our sacred soil. Their sac-
rifice will never be forgotten.

When my great uncle, the late King
Leopold II, undertook with Stanley his
bold adventure of bringing civilization
into the unexplored regions of central
Africa, the United States—through Con-
gress—was the first Government to pro-
claim the humanitarian nature of this
great enterprise, and to recognize the
independent state of the Congo as a
friendly Government.

During the 75 years that have followed,
Belgium has done her utmost to bring
to the Congo security and a more human
life,

Today all my countrymen join in the
desire to raise the population of Congo
to a level that will enable them freely to
choose their future destiny. As soon as
they are matured, as soon as they have
received the loving care in education that
we can give them, we shall launch them
forth on their own enterprise and inde-
pendent existence. [Applause.]

There are two other points, ladies and
gentlemen, for which I crave your in-
dulgence: the first is on peace, the second
on youth.

Peace, as you know, is the tranquillity
of order. Mere tranquillity can be cold
war, but the tranquillity of order implies
Justice.

Perhaps never before has peace been
so difficult to achieve as it is today. At
other periods, the possibility of war en-
dangered our homelands and our homes.
Today war endangers our minds and our
hearts. The older imperialism sought
the conquest of lands; the new seeks the
mastery of intellects.

The peace for which we have to labor
is not just to preserve our possessions,
but our very personalities.

The preservation of peace has, there-
fore, become in our day, the work not
only of the heads of governments, but
of the entire citizenry of every nation.
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Since it is not only our bodies but also
our minds that are at stake, peace is
made from two directions: one from the
conference table to the people, the other
from the people to the conference table.
And as the differences between govern-
ments often are greater than the differ-
ences between peoples, the peace within
our hearts is the greatest guarantee of
peace in the world. [Applause.]

I am here to register the solidarity
between the peoples of Belgzium and
America [applause] in the fond hope
that all human beings, wherever they
be, may join with us in the prayer of
your great Lincoln that government of
the people, for the people, and by the
people may not perish from the earth.
[Applause.]

A word about youth.

Youth is the first victim of war, the
first fruit of peace. It takes 20 years or
more of peace to make a man; it takes
only 20 seconds of war to destroy him.

In a certain sense America is the land
of youth, because it dedicates more of
its energies, talents, money, and science
to the birth and preservation of life than
any other country in the world. [Ap-
plause.]

Where better can the free peoples of
the world look for the averting of war
and death than to your Nation so vi-
brant with the love of life? It is un-
thinkable that those who spend so much
to save life would ever seek to destroy
it. Even the money spent on the defense
of peace we see as a deterrent to those
who would endanger human life.

Not only I, but all the youths of my
country, most willingly adhere to your
reverence for life. Nor shall our con-
fidence in you be misplaced, for what is
written on your coins, I have read in the
hearts of the American people: “In God
;ve t1rust." [Applause, the Members ris-
ng.]

At 12 o'clock and 47 minutes p.m., His
Majesty the King of the Belgians, ac-
companied by the committee of escort,
retired from the Chamber.

The Doorkeeper escorted the invited
guests from the Chamber in the follow-
ing order:

The members
Cabinet.

The Chief Justice of the United
States and the Associate Justices of the
Supreme Court.

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and
Chargés d'Affaires of foreign govern-
ments.

of the President’s

JOINT MEETING DISSOLVED

The SPEAKER. The Chair declares
the joint meeting of the two Houses now
dissolved.

Thereupon (at 12 o’clock and 49 min-
utes p.m.) the joint meeting of the two
Houses was dissolved.

The Members of the Senate retired to
their Chamber.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, at 1 o’clock
and 45 minutes p.m. the House was
called to order by the Speaker.
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PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD
DURING THE RECESS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the proceedings
had during the recess be printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

MARKETING QUOTAS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk Senate Joint Resolution
94 and ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

Mr. McINTIRE. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall not
object, may I ask the gentleman from
Oklahomsa to give the House some ex-
planation of this resolution?

Mr. ALBERT. Under existing law, Mr.
Speaker, I will say to the distinguished
gentleman from Maine, the Secretary of
Agriculture is required to proclaim mar-
keting quotas and national allotments
for wheat on May 15. All this resolu-
tion does is to postpone until June 1 that
requirement of law.

Mr. M I thank the gentle-
man. I withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, may I ask
why that is done?

Mr. ALBERT. The Senate has sent
over this resolution. Both the Senate
and the House committees are hoping
to bring out new legislation prior to the
proclamation of the quota. That is the
reason for the resolution.

Mr. PORTER. I thank the gentleman.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, the Secretary
of Agriculture shall defer until June 1, 1959—

(1) any proclamation under section 332 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, with respect to a national acreage
allotment for the 1960 crop of wheat; and

(2) any proclamation under section 335 of
such Act with respect to marketing quotas
for such crop of wheat.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1959

Mr. THOMAS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 5916) mak-
ing supplemental appropriations for the
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fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer=-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
THomAs, KIRWAN, ROONEY, BOLAND, CAN-
NON, JENSEN, Bow, Jonas, and TABER.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the conferees
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the bill HR. 5916 may have
until midnight, Wednesday, May ‘13, in
which to file a conference report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

RENEGOTIATION ACT

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Ways and Means may have until mid-
night Thursday next to file a report, in-
eluding minority, individual, and supple-
mental views, on the bill H.R. 7086 to
extend the Renegotiation Act.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

LAKE MENDOCINO

Mr. CLEMENT W. MILLER. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the bill
(H.R. 2193) to designate the Coyote Val-
ley Reservoir in California as Lake Men-
docino.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
body of water created by the Coyote Valley
Dam in Mendocino County, California, and
known as the “Coyote Valley Reservoir” shall
hereafter be known and designated as “Lake
Mendocino”. Any law, regulation, document,
or record of the United States in which such
body of water is designated or referred to
under and by the name of “Coyote Valley
Reservoir” shall be held and considered to
refer to such body of water under and by the
name of “Lake Mendocino”.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

SPECIAL ORDERS TRANSFERRED

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the special or-
ders heretofore entered on behalf of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BoyLE] and
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. EKimngl,
for tomorrow, may be postponed until
Thursday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla~=
homa?

There was no objection.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL THURSDAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Thursday next.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

ELIGIBILITY FOR DISABILITY BEN-
EFITS UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin., Mr.
Speaker, today I am introducing in the
House of Representatives legislation to
eliminate the requirement that a person
must be 50 years of age before he is
eligible for disability benefits under the
Social Security Act. Under the present
law no one is eligible for disability in-
surance benefits until he or she is 50
years of age. To me, this restriction
makes little sense. The breadwinner
who has the misfortune of being dis-
abled at age 30 or 40 needs the money
then, when his family is growing up. It
seems heartless as well as senseless to
make him wait 10 or 20 years to qualify
under an arbitrary age limit. My bill
would permit such an employee to file
immediately for benefits to which he is
rightfully entitled, thus assisting him in
some measure to contribute to the sup-
port of his dependents, in preventing his
absolute dependency on others.

I believe we Members of Congress
must look to the welfare of all our citi-
zens whether they are young or old, able
or disabled. If it becomes necessary to
change some of our programs to meet
the challenge of the changing times
then this we must do.

I respectfully urge my colleagues to
give every possible consideration to the
enactment of my bill.

DAVIS-BACON ACT MUST BE
BROUGHT UP TO DATE

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection,

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, good laws
are often left behind by the march of
events. New circumstances that could
not be anticipated, and therefore are
not covered by the law, make it impos-
sible for the law to carry out its original
intent.

Under these conditions, it becomes
necessary to modernize the law so that
it will function properly.

Back in 1931, the Davis-Bacon Pre-
vailing Wage Act was enacted. It estab-
lished the basic principle that no public
tax money should be used to undermine
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prevailing wages. Before this law went
into effect, private contractors paying
lower wages, had underbid other con-
tractors paying the going rate. This
had the effect of depressing wage stand-
ards and weakening the position of or-
ganized labor in the construction indus-
try. As this was taking place on
construction initiated by direct spending
on the part of the Federal Government,
it resulted in the Government becoming
responsible for this cut-wage competi-
tion. The Davis-Bacon Act eliminated
that contradiction.

New programs developed since 1931,
to cope with the depression first, and
then with the complex problems of our
dynamic economy, have brought about
situations beyond the coverage of the
Davis-Bacon Act.

As most of the Federal spending on
construction today is of an indirect na-
ture, through the medium of Federal
grants-in-aid, Federal loans, Federal in-
sured loans, or Federal guaranteed loans,
there are loopholes where the enabling
legislation fails to specify that the end
coniractor along this circuitous route
shall come within the reach of the Davis-
Bacon Act. The original Prevailing
Wage Act did not make provision for
the health and welfare plans, the vaca-
tion plans, and the apprenticeship-
training plans that have since become a
part of fair labor standards, supported
by contractor payments. Wages alone
do not tell the whole story. Fringe bene-
fits are now an integral part of the re-
turn due to the worker for his share in
the productive effort and achievement.

Construction companies that do not
vet provide such benefits for their em-
ployees, have an unfair competitive ad-
vantage over the majority of construc-
tion companies that cooperate with un-
ion building tradesmen to insure that
the workers will be protected by health
and welfare plans. This situation be-
comes intolerable when it involves Gov-
ernment contracts.

The Davis-Bacon Act must be brought
up-to-date in order to overcome the de-
fects and evasions that have been re-
vealed since 1931 and to make certain
that the original act will fulfill its pur-
pose today.

H.R. 4362 and its companion bills in
both the House and the Senate have four
major objections:

First. To broaden the coverage of the
present act.

Second. To require the Secretary of
Labor to predetermine, and the Govern-
ment contractors to pay, not only the
prevailing hourly rate as presently spe-
cified in the Davis-Bacon Act, but also
the prevailing contractor payments to
health and welfare funds, retirement
funds, vacation funds, and apprentice-
ship funds.

Third. To put hours of work and over-
time on a prevailing basis.

Fourth. To centralize enforcement,
and to create a construction appeals
board.

Union building tradesmen, through
collective bargaining, have won through
to standards that have the approval and
support of the general public. The pro-
posed amendments to the Davis-Bacon
Act will guarantee that the Federal Gov-
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ernment, in its spending of public tax
money, will never even through neglect,
become a party to the weakening of local
labor conditions.

This legislation will help to protect the
legitimate progress of organized labor
from the undermining tactics of the few
irresponsible contractors.

INEQUITIES IN EXCISE TAX ON
LAWNMOWERS

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker,
American homeowners are cutting a
wider swath these days. They are find-
ing a degree of economy in buying wider
lawnmowers. This just goes to show how
ridiculous our Federal excise tax struc-
ture has become.

If I fail to make myself clear, Mr.
Speaker, I am referring to the increased
production of king-sized 24-inch power
lawnmowers which are exempt from our
Topsy-like taxes while the perspiring
owner of a 23-inch mower must pay a 5-
percent excise on his purchase.

It is one more example of the willy-
nilly tax discrimination imposed upon
the American consumer who has to pay
a 10-percent tax on his automobile which
is a necessity, while his neighbor pays
no such tax on a yacht.

This lawnmower inconsistency goes
back to a 1951 law putting a 5-percent
tax on power mowers “of the household
type,” whatever that means. Could it
have been intended that a mower used to
cut your yard should be taxed, but not
a mower used on a golf course?

Confronted with such an obviously im-
possible determination, the Treasury De-
partment had to make a regulation sepa-
rating the household from the industrial
mowers, and decided that mowers with
a cutting width of 24 inches or more
were industrial, and hence tax free, since
the power mowers for home use at that
time were substantially smaller.

But, with automation whirling around
in every front yard, the 17-inch home
mower gave way to the 19-inch mower,
and the 19-inch mower gave way to 21-
and 22-inch mower, and then, naturally,
came the tax-exempt 24-inch mower.

The result is wholesale confusion.
Some manufacturers have gone to the
24-inch mower, the rest are wondering
whether they should to meet competi-
tion, and the Treasury Department is
studying whether to broaden the defini-
tion of household type mowers, or, per-
haps, to disregard the distinction and
apply the tax to all power mowers.

I cannot conceive of a more ridiculous
situation, Mr, Speaker, than to have a
Federal excise tax on one lawnmower
that cuts grass and no such tax on an-
other mower that also cuts grass, but has
a blade an inch wider. To me, this
shows how our excise tax laws are com-
pletely out of focus with our economy.
We could, of course, continue to cut our
grass tax-free by using hand mowers.
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This is a Iludicrous situation, and
points up once again the urgent need for
a complete revision to eliminate discrim-
ination, injustice, and the inconsisten-
cies of our patchwork system of Federal
excise taxes. Again, I urge my col-
leagues of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee to direct their attention to this
essential task.

SPEECH OF THE KING OF THE
BELGIANS TO THE CONGRESS

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts., Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute, and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mirs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, My,
Speaker, I believe that the very beautiful,
extremely moving speech just delivered
in the House of Representatives of His
Majesty, the young King of Belgium, will
go down in history as one of the most
remarkable, dedicated speeches of any
person of another country in all the
history of the United States Congress.
Although every inch a king, he has the
human or the common touch. I wish,
Mr. Speaker, that a copy of that speech
could be put in every classroom, in every
school in the United States for the youth
of the country, to whom it was primarily
addressed, and that recordings could be
made of it and played, again and again,
in every school and institution over our
great land. The appreciation and under-
standing of the King of Belgium will
show the youth of America that a king
has sympathy for the great price they
pay for patriotism. It is good for them
to know in these difficult days.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF
1959—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 140)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read,
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Government Operations and ordered to
be printed.

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith Reorganization
Plan No. 1 of 1959, prepared in accord-
ance with the Reorganization Act of 1949,
as amended, and providing for transfer
of certain functions from the Secretary
of the Interior to the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

Both the Department of Agriculture
and the Department of the Interior now
have responsibilities with respect to cer-
tain land or timber exchanges and land
sales involving Federal lands. Also, the
Department of the Interior is responsible
for the use and disposal of mineral ma-
terials from acquired lands which are
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of
Agriculture, By placing certain func-
tions pertinent to these matters in the
Department which administers the lands,
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1959 will
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bring about simplification of the work of
the two Departments relating to such
maftters, more expeditious and econom-
ical performance of such work, and clari-
fication of responsibilities concerning the
work.

The exchange act of March 20, 1922
(42 Stat. 465), as amended, authorizes
the exchange of national forest land or
timber for other lands within the
boundaries of the national forests. The
national forests are administered by the
Department of Agriculture. Under this
law and the seven other land exchange
statutes cited, the Secretary of the In-
terior must make determinations as to
whether a transaction is in the public
interest, must review and accept titles,
and adjudicate appeals. With excep-
tions indicated in the transmitted re-
organization plan, including exceptions
with respect to the issuance of patents to
lands, the plan provides for the transfer
of the functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under these exchange statutes to
the Secretary of Agriculture, who admin-
isters the national forests. The Secre-
tary of the Interior also has the respon-
sibility under the act of April 28, 1930 (46
Stat. 257) to reconvey lands under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture not accepted in exchange transac-
tions. These functions either are dupli-
cations of those performed by the De-
partment of Agriculture or can be more
easily performed by that Department as
it administers the lands involved and has
detailed information and records.

The Tongass Timber Act of August 8,
1947 (61 Stat. 920) authorizes the sale of
tracts of national forest land found
reasonably necessary for the processing
of timber from the Tongass National
Forest. Under the act, the Secretary of
the Interior must appraise and sell such
lands, with concurrence of the Secretary
of Agriculture. The Department of
Agriculture administers the land in-
volved, has personnel on the ground, and
can perform this function most expedi-
tiously and economically.

Section 10 of the Weeks law of March
1, 1911 (36 Stat. 962) authorizes sale of
small tracts of acquired national forest
land found chiefly valuable for agricul-
ture. Under the act the Secretary of the
Interior must join in the promulgation of
joint regulations. Such lands are ad-
ministered by the Department of Agri-
culture and sale of them is not related to
programs of the Department of the In-
terior. This function can be most easily
and economically performed by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

Under the act of July 31, 1947 (61
Stat. 681), as amended, the Secretary
of Agriculture can dispose of common
varieties of sand, gravel, stone, pumice,
and other materials from lands reserved
from the public domain which are un-
der his jurisdiction. With respect to
these materials in acquired lands under
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Ag-
riculture such disposal must be by the
Secretary of the Interior. The reor-
ganization plan will place in the Secre-
tary of Agriculture the same authority
in regard to such madterials in acauired
lands under his jurisdiction as he now
exercises for other lands. Such activity
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most efficiently and economically 2an be
performed by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture in conjunction with other manage-
ment activities on lands he administers.

By providing sound organizational ar-
rangements, the taking effect of the re-
organizations included in the accom-
panying reorganization plan will make
possible more economical and expedi-
tious administration of the affected
funetions. It is, however, impracticable
to itemize at this time the reductions of
expenditures which it is probable will
be brought about by such taking effect.

After investigation, I have found and
hereby declare that each reorganization
jncluded in the reorganization plan
transmitted herewith is necessary to ac-
complish one or more of the purposes
set forth in section 2(a) of the Reor-
ganization Act of 1949, as amended.

I recommend that the Congress allow
the reorganization plan to become
effective.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 12, 1959.

PERMISSIBLE WRITING AND PRINT-
ING ON THIRD- AND FOURTH-
CLASS MAIL MATTER

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
T ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, under the present postal rate law
medical prescriptions which carry hand-
written or typewritten directions as to
their use, usually by attached gummed
labels, are subject to the first-class post-
age rate while patent medicines which
carry printed directions as to their use
also on gummed labels are entitled to
third- or fourth-class rate of postage.
This appears to me to be a capricious
distinetion.

Today many medicines other than
“patented medicines” are mailed to the
patients. To people of longstanding ill-
nesses the cost of first-class postage be-
comes a realitem of expense of necessity
added to the cost of the medicine.

Accordingly, I have introduced a bill
to correct this inequity. This bill will
allow medicines to go third- and fourth-
class mail where the written material in
the package is simply the instructions for
the use of the medicine.

RED POWER IN CUBA HELD
EXAGGERATED

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. PorTER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, Jules Du-
bois, veteran and distinguished Latin
American correspondent for the Chicago
Tribune, knows a lot about Cuba. He
has studied it for a long time and he
has studied the Castro revolution more
minutely than any other man. His book,
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‘“Fidel Castro—Liberator or Dictator?” is
one indication of his work in this field.

The following gives some facts which
should be considered very carefully in
connection with reports iike that of
Stuart Novins on CBS-TV network on
Sunday, May 3:

[From the Washington Post and Times Her-
ald, May 7, 1959]

Rep POWER IN CUBA HELD EXAGGERATED
(By Jules Dubois, Chicago Tribune Press
Service)

Havana.—Charges that the Communists
are taking power under Premier Fidel Castro
and occupy key posts in the Cuban army,
press, radio, schools and unions are not sup-
ported by facts. There is Communist infiltra-
tion, but not domination.

The Communists suffered thumping de-
feats in recent days in union elections
throughout the country. Where the Com-
munists were certain their candidates would
lose, they supported the 26th of July move-
ment's candidates.

The Reds took a decisive beating in nation-
wide elections held in the Sugar Workers
Federation, which has 500,000 members. The
Communists won in only 8 of the 243 locals.

The Communists also lost in four other
important union elections. These included
the National Teachers College, the Modern
Bus Union, and the Graphic Arts Union.

The Communist Party of Cuba has for
many years maintained one of the most
effective organizations in the Caribbean area.
The party never broke openly with former
dictator Fulgencio Batista but retained its
members in certain key posts in the same
manner the Reds have infiltrated in certain
positions in the Castro government.

Members of the Communist Party, which
is known as the Popular Socialist Party, still
wear the uniform of the rebel army. Some
of the Communists are officers, but with the
exception of Maj. Ernesto Che Guevara, Ar-
gentine hero of the revolution, none is re-
ported to be in a dominating position.
Guevara is commander of La Cabana fortress.

The charges that Minister of Edueation
Armando Hart and his wife, Haydee Santa
Marla, are Communists is laughed at by
Cubans, just as any attempt to label Castro
as a Red is ridiculed.

Hart and his wife are devoted leftist rev-
oluiionaries like most of the 26th of July
members. In Latin American politics there
is a wide dividing line between leftist rev-
olutionaries and Communists.

There is evidence that the newspaper
Revolucion, organ of the 26th of July move-
ment, is adopting a militant campaign
against Communist infiltration in the labor
movement. In recent years its editor, Carlos
Franqui, has openly clashed with Commu-
nists.

The Government took over a network of
radio stations early In January which was
the property of Batista cronies and has been
operating it under the Ministry of Property
Recovery. The network is not run by a
Communist, although Violetta Gasals, for-
mer television star, who is a fellow traveling
sympathizer, works in a subordinate post.

Maj. Raul Castro, commander of the armed
forces and brother of Fidel, makes no secret
of the fact that he visited behind the Iron
Curtain in 1953 at the age of 20. This, he
argues, does not make him a Communist.

The press has been publishing all the news,
including every accusation made of Commu-
nist infiltration in the Government, which
has been transmitted by the wire service.

NATIONAL SERVICE LIFE
INSURANCE
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorb.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I have introduced today a bill designed to
amend the Servicemen's Indemnity Act
of 1951 so as to provide that in the ab-
sence of a designation of beneficiary
thereunder by a person having national
service life insurance or U.S. Govern-
ment life insurance, the designated bene-
ficiary of such insurance shall also be
the designated beneficiary of any indem-
nity payable under such act. The bill
provides that the third sentence of sec-
tion 3 of the Servicemen’s Indemnity Act
of 1951 be amended to read that if the
designated beneficiary or beneficiaries do
not survive the insured or if none has
been designated, the Administrator shall
make payment of the indemnity to the
first eligible class of beneficiaries accord-
ing to the order set forth above and in
equal shares if the class is composed of
more than one person, except that in any
case where no beneficiary of the indem-
nity had been designated but the in-
sured has in full force national service
life insurance or U.S. Government life
insurance the indemnity shall be paid in
the amount authorized by the first sen-
tence of section 5 to the designated bene-
ficiary of such insurance if such desig-
nated beneficiary is within one of the
classes herein provided. It is the purpose
of this bill to minimize the confusion and
to eliminate the uncertainty and to in-
sure prompt payment by the Government
to the close relatives of a serviceman
who for some reason of misfortune or
oversight no longer has a beneficiary un-
der the Servicemen's Indemnity Act of
1951 but who has such a beneficiary un-
der either the national service life in-
surance or the U.S. Government life in-
surance. I believe that the passage of
this bill will tend to help the family of
the serviceman upon his death. I am
hopeful that this bill will pass this Con-
gress this year.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Parman, for 2 hours, on June 26,
to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin, for 30 min-
utes, on Thursday, May 14,

Mr. McCorMmack, for 20 minutes, on
Thursday.

Mr. Parman, for 20 minutes, on Thurs-
day next, and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter,

Mr, BaiLey, for 45 minutes, on Tues-
day next.

Mr. Van Zanpr (at the request of Mr.
Larore), for 15 minutes on Monday,
May 18.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:
Mr, HecHLER and to include extraneous
matter,
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(At the request of Mr. Larorg, and
to include extraneous matter, the fol-
lowing:)

Mr. ALGER.

Mr. Corris of Missouri in two in-
stances.

Mr. HALPERN.

(At the request of Mr. ALBerT, and to
include extraneous matter, the follow-
ing:)

Mr. PORTER.

Mr. MEYER in two instances.

Mr. FasceLL in two instances.

Mr. FLYNN in two instances.

Mr. HALEY.

Mr. POWELL.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The Speaker announced his signature
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the
following title:

8.1559. An act to provide for the striking
of medals in commemoration of the 100th
anniversary of the first significant discovery
of silyer in the United States, June 1859.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 57 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Thursday, May 14, 1959,
at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

967. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
Jetter from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Supply and Logistics), trans-
mitting reports submitted by the De-
partments of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force for the period July 1, through
December 31, 1958, listing new contracts
negotiated under the authority of sec-
tions 2304(a) (11) and 2304(a) (16) of
title 10, United States Code, was taken
from the Speaker’s table and referred
to the Committee on Armed Services.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SELDEN: Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. Report on U.S. relations with South
America (Rept. No. 354). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MILLS:

H.R.7086. A bill to extend the Renegotia-
tion Aet of 1951, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BAILEY:

H.R. 7087. A bill to amend title III of the
act of March 3, 1933, with respect to the
acquisition by the United States of articles,
materials, and supplies for public use; to the
Committee on Public Works.
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By Mr. ADDONIZIO:

H.R.T088. A bill to provide pension for
widows and children of veterans of World
War II and of the Korean conflict on the
same basis as pension is provided for widows
and children of veterans of World War I; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. BARRY:

H.R.7089. A bill to amend titles I, II, and
III of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.7090. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to encourage competi-
tion in procurement by the armed services,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services,

By Mr. DERWINSKI:

H.R.7091. A bill to amend titles I, I, and
III of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R.T092. A bill to provide for the reor-
ganization of administrative procedures and
practices in Government operations for im-
proving their economy and efficiency, to pro-
vide for the organization of machinery to
coordinate and administer such procedures
and related practices; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R.7093. A bill to make certain changes
in the Immigration and Nationality Act; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, HOLTZMAN:

H.R.7094. A bill to aid in controlling infla-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin:

HR,T7095. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the require-
ment that an Individual must have attained
the age of 50 in order to become entitled to
disability insurance benefits; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. MACHROWICZ:

H.R.T7096. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code so as to provide relief with
respect to the tax treatment of damages in
antitrust actions; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER:

H.R.7097. A bill to make permanent cer-
tain Increases in annuities payable from the
civil service retirement and disability fund;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. FORTER:

H.R. 7098. A bill to prohibit discrimination
because of age in the hiring and employment
of persons by Government contractors; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.T099. A Dbill to amend the Foreign
Service Act of 1946 to provide a criminal pen-
alty for violations of certain provisions of
that act; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

H.R. 7100. A bill relating to mining claims
on lands within the national forests; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R.7101. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social SBecurity Act so as to remove the limi-
tation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RIVERS of Alaska:

HR.7102. A bill to amend the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, for the purpose of provid-
ing with respect to the requirements for the
operation of subsidy constructed vessels that
certain vessels shall be considered as operat-
ing in foreign trade; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. SPRINGER:

H.R.7103. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 In order to assure for
the Civil Aeronautics Board independent
participation and representation in court
proceedings, to provide for review of mon=
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hearing Board determinations in the courts
of appeals, and to clarify present provisions
concerning the time for seeking judicial re-
view; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

H.R. T104. A bill to amend section 10056(c)
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to author-
ize the use of certified mail for service of
process, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 7105. A bill to amend section 408(b)
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 so as
to authorize elimination of a hearing by the
Civil Aeronautics Board in certain cases; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R. T106. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, with respect to forfeiture of
benefits under laws administered by the
Veterans' Administration; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming:

H.R.7107. A bill to provide for the main-
tenance and operation of the flood control
projects on the Snake River in the State of
Wyoming by the Secretary of the Interior
from the power revenue of the Palisades
project; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. UTT:

H.R.7108. A bill to amend section 1371 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to per-
mit stock of a small business corporation
which is owned by a husband and wife to
be treated as owned by a single shareholder
for purposes of determining the number of
shareholders of such corporation; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILLIAMS:

HR.T109. A bill to amend section 407 of
the Federal Aviation Act of 1958; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R.T110. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 in order to assure for
the Civil Aeronautics Board Independent par-
ticipation and representation in ecourt pro-
ceedings, to provide for review of nonhearing
Board determinations in the courts of ap-
peals, and to clarify present provisions con-
cerning the time for seeking judicial re-
view; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

HR.T111. A bill to amend section 408(b)
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 so .s to
authorize ellmination of a hearing by the
Civil Aeronautics Board in certain cases; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R,7112. A bill to amend section 1005(c)
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to au-
thorize the use of certified mail for services of
process, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MONAGAN:

H.J. Res. 391. Joint resolution designating
mountain laurel as the national flower of the
United States; to the Committee on House
Administration.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

By Mr. FLYNN: Memorial of the Wiscon-
sin Legislature urging the Congress of the
United States to reevaluate the age require-
ments for eligibllity for old-age and sur-
vivors insurance in an effort to provide social
gecurity for unemployed older workers at
an earlier age; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FORAND: Memorial of the Rhode
Island General Assembly memorializing the
Congress of the United States to enact
Senate bill 925, dealing with the Immigra-
tion and Natlonality Act; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.
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By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Maryland, memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the
United States relative to resolution No. 27
passed at the 1959 session of the General
Assembly of Maryland, and ratifying the
14th amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DEROUNIAN:
HR.Ti13. A bill for the relief of Hilda

Kruse Hacinkiewicz; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

May 12

By Mr. POWELL:
~ HR.T114. A bill for the relief of Erasmo
Ramos; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SMITH of Virginia:

H.R.T115. A bill for the rellef of Inga
Maja Olsson Nylander; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN:

H.R.7116. A biil for the relief of George W.

Gibson; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

EX

Credit Unions—Bulwark of Economic
Democracy

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. KEN HECHLER

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, credit
unions are economic democracy in ac-
tion, as I indicated in the following
statement which I made this morning:

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE KEN HECHLER,
FourTH WEST VIRGINIA DISTRICT, PRESENTED
TO SUBCOMMITTEE No. 3, HOUSE COMMITIEE
ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, May 12, 1959,
o H.R. 5777 anp RELATED BiLis To AMEND
FeEDERAL CREDIT UNION ACT

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of over 36,000
credit union members in my home State of
West Virginia, I wish to express my support
of your bill, H.R. 5777.

I know your committee is aware of the
great progress credit unions have made since
the first one was established half a cen-
tury ago in the United States. And I would
like to commend you, Mr. Chairman, for
your untiring work on behalf of credit
unions in the quarter century since the
passage of the Federal Credit Union Act of
1934.

As time and experience move along, the
1934 act needs strengthening. Exactly 9
years ago this month, I was with a great
champlion of credit unions, Presldent Harry
8. Truman, when he dedlcated Filene House
in Madison, Wis., to the memory of the Bos-
ton merchant and philanthropist who did
so much for this movement. But since that
day in 1950, as in other fields in the mid-
fifties, we have not made the bold progress
of former years.

I believe, as proposed in H.R. 5777, that
Federal credit unions should be permitted
to invest in the shares of central credit
unions. I would also like to see the limits
on certain types of loans raised, including
the limit on unsecured loans, and I believe
it would be wise to extend loan maturity
from 3 to 5 years. The limit on unsecured
loans should be Increased from 400 to
$1,000. After all, we know that since 1949
the purchasing power of the consumer dol-
lar has decreased, and a $1,000 loan today
would barely exceed the purchasing power
of a $400 loan made in 1849,

It is for the welfare not only of individual
credit union members, but for the entire
economy of our country, that I support this
legislation. In making these statutory
changes, we are only taking note of the
changes which have occurred in our econ=
omy—changes which, in most instances, have
had their most telling effect upon the little
m2in, the wage earner and the white-collar
worker.

Mr. Chairman I belleve deeply that the
strength of our way of life lies in the fact
that you and I and a majority of the Con=-
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gress and the American people are convinced
that freedom of economic opportunity is
essential to our survival. Freedom of eco-
nomic opportunity can only be achieved if
we are concerned with the protection of
that freedom for the little people—because
we know that the big boys can take care of
themselves.

Now credit unions are one of the best ex-
amples of economic democracy in action,
for the benefit and protection of the little
people, and we ought to do everything in
our power to strengthen them. The people
need a source, a safe source, from which to
obtain small loans at low interest rates with-
out turning to loan sharks.

In these days when we hear and read so
much about Government expenditures and
taxes, it is refreshing to recall that the Fed-
eral Credit Union system under the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare does
not cost the American taxpayer a red cent,
and is self-sustaining. And we have an op-
portunity by passing H.R. 5777 to strengthen
the whole system without spending any
more money.

Several weeks ago, I had the honor to be
invited to address the annual luncheon of
the West Virginia Credit Union League, in
my home town of Huntington, W. Va. I
expected 30 or 40 hardy experts to be pres-
ent, but I was amazed when 130 credit
union officers from all over West Virginia
turned up at the luncheon, Since they had
been getting a steady diet of credit union
facts for 24 hours I told them I'd talk with
them about outer space and the work of
my Committee on Science and Astronautics.
I've never had such an attentive audience
and while they listened to me talk about
outer space they indicated by their ques-
tions that they had their feet on the ground.
Finally, I did slip over a few remarks about
credit unions, and I pledged my support for
HR. 5777.

This morning, Mr. Chairman I am here
to redeem that pledge. For West Virginia,
for the economy of the country and for
the average man everywhere, I hope you will
use your efforts to secure the enactment of
this worthwhile legislation.

Military Reorganization

EXTENSION OF REMARES

HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr, CURTIS of Missouri. Mr, Speak-
er, I wish to call to the attention of the
Members of the House a copy of a letter
which I have addressed to the Chairman
of the Council of Economic Advisers,
Raymond J. Saulnier, regarding the need
for forceful actions toward unification
of military supply activities. It has been
my strong belief for many years that the
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enormity of the military supply activities
has a tremendous e7ect on the entire
economy. Furthermore, from my per-
sonal knowledge of the overlapping, du-
plication, and waste in and amongst the
many military supply systems, there is
an urgent need to bring about corrective
measures at the earliest possible time.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUuse oF REPESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., April 28, 1959,
Hon. RAYmMonND J. SAULNIER,
Chairman, Counecil of Economic Advisers,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Dr. SavLNIER: I am sure that you
recall the recent discussion at the hearings
of the Joint Economic Committee concern-
ing the impact of military supply and service
programs on the national economy.

It has been my strong belief for many
years that the enormity of the military sup-
ply activities has a tremendous effect on the
entire economy. Furthermore, from my per-
sonal knowledge of the overlapping, dupli-
cation, and waste in and amongst the many
military supply systems, there is an urgent
need to bring about corrective measures at
the earliest possible date.

Enclosed is a report of the House Govern=
ment Operations Committee which, at page
65 and following, details the extent of the
military supply inventories. When one con-
siders that the inventory of personal prop-
erty is almost $120 billion and that in the
supply systems alone there is $47 billion, it
is no wonder that annual declarations of
surpluses run at §8 to $10 billion and will
continue to do so. I am sure that the at-
tached monthly list of excess military prop-
erty I am enclosing as a sample is convinecing
that factors other than obsolescence are re-
sponsible for generating much of the excess
military property. If you will analyze the
reported inventories of the individual de-
partments and services I am sure that you
will agree that much needs to be done to
integrate common supply activities. But de-
spite a long history of eflorts to do just that,
the military bureaucracles have always man-
aged to remain intact.

The proponents of the National Security
Act of 1947 intended that the Air Force
would continue to obtain supply and service
support from the Army. Despite this, the
Air Force has worked diligently to become
completely independent. In 1951-52, the
Bonner committee, of which I was a mem-=
ber, held extensive hearings on military sup-
ply management and as a result of the
hearings and reports, the O'Mahoney amend-
ment to the 1953 Military Appropriations
Act called for the establishment of an in-
tegrated military supply system. Some
steps were taken by Secretary Lovett, partic-
ularly in setting up a coordinated medical
supply activity known as the Alameda Med-
ical Supply Test.

This test, though successful, was discon-
tinued desplite the recommendations of the
Hoover Commission and others who had
studied it. More recently, the Department
of Defense has set up single manager sys-
tems for subsistence, clothing, medical sup-
ply, and petroleum products. This effort,
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though apparently successful, is being stub-
bornly resisted by the military departments
who fear loss of autonomy through any
steps that tend toward unification.

The last Congress passed the DOD Reor-
ganization Act of 1958 and included the so-
called McCormack-Curtis amendment which
gives the Secretary of Defense wide authority
to operate supply and service activities
through such an entity or entities as he
deems appropriate to bring about economy
and efficiency. Despite this broad authority
there has been but small progress in accom-
plishing what to me s one of the most fruit-
ful areas for economy, I know of no one
who has objectively studied this matter who
had a different opinion.

It seems to me that the time Is long past
when the common inventories and opera-
tions of the military services should be
brought under unified control so that exist-
ing stores are taken In account before addi-
tional purchases are made. As a matter of
fact, we have expended at least $§150 million
in developing a catalog system in order that
this eould be done.

I am sure you are aware that each mili-
tary department spends hundreds of millions
of dollars annually for the operation and
maintenance of its own supply and depot
system. Furthermore, the services compete
against each other in many ways in the pro-
curement of supplies, equipment, and per-
sonnel. Since most of the procurement is by
negotiation the net effect of these methods
is to accelerate an inflationary spiral in my
opinion.

It seems to me that some forceful actions
toward unification must be taken not only
for the sake of defense itself but to relieve
the economy of the Inflationary pressures
which are now beilng exerted upon it. Since
the legislative framework appears to be ade-
quate, I think that the executive branch is
vulnerable in not vigorously pushing this
matter. I cannot understand why the
Budget Bureau condones this situation while
it is simultaneously the management arm of
the President, 1s responsible for reorganiza-
tional plans, and has the primary duty of
screening the various appropriation estimates
within the framework of a balanced budget.
It is the bellef of many people on the Hill
that the Bureau has become a prisoner of
the Pentagon and that the joint hearings on
the military budget do not give the Bureau
the control status it should have.

From what I can learn, the Budget Direc-
tor is doing an excellent Job and has the forti-
tude to do what is necessary. However, it is
impossible for anyone to grasp the complex-
ities of the Federal budget within a period of
several years and he must rely upon his
assistants. I think, however, that time is
running swiftly and that some topside deci-
slons must be taken in this area.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Mr,
Stans and will appreciate any comments you
or he may have with respect to this letter.

Sincerely,
THoMAS B. CuRTIS.

“Our American Heritage”—Mary Aline
Magner

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
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HON. DANTE B. FASCELL

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr, FASCELL. Mr, Speaker, in this
era of uneasiness in world and domestic

problems, it is a refreshing privilege
for me to call your attention to the ef-
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forts of Miss Mary Aline Magner, a
resident of my congressional district,
and to her fine musie, copies of which she
has recently provided each Member of
Congress, along with a thoughtful and
sincere letter.

We should be especially proud of the
spirit, pride, and love for God and our
country demonstrated in Miss Magner's
words and music. Through these care-
fully written lyrics, we are reminded
that our cherished freedom remains a
priceless privilege—gained through
struggle, prayer, and unify in our Ameri-
can heritage.

Congressman Gerald T. Flynn, Democrat,
of Wisconsin, Defends the Richard I.
Bong Airbase

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GERALD T. FLYNN

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. FLYNN. Mr. Speaker, I have
noted with much dismay remarks made
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD relative to
waste, frills, and extravagance in the
construction of the Richard I. Bong Air
Force Base at Kansasville in the First
Congressional District of Wisconsin.
These remarks were filed by a Congress-
man representing a district in which the
base is not located, and were apparently
made by him after examination of blue-
prints and plans furnished by the Leo
A. Daley firm of architects of Omaha,
Nebr. I also have a copy of these plans,
and I have examined them thoroughly.
It is with much displeasure that I take
issue with remarks printed in the REcorp
by a Member of Congress from Mil-
waukee. None of us favor spending for
nonessentials. None of us favor mili-
tary boondoggling. However, we are all
in favor of building adequately and
soundly for current needs with an eye
open for future needs. The Bong Air-
base anticipates a complement of mili-
tary personnel and civilians working on
the base, together with their families, of
approximately 20,000 people. This base
is being built in a country area and is
approximately 20 miles from any metro-
politan center.

The criticism contained in the REcorp
was to the effect that money is being
spent for a theater, bowling alley, hi-fi
shop, gymnasium, and indoor swimming
pool, steamroom, and squash court, and
these facilities are not essential spend-
ing. I do not concur in this coneclusion,
and I allege that 20,000 people located
in a country area some 20 miles from a
metropolitan city must have on the base
reasonable opportunities for relaxation
and recreation. The building of a bowl-
ing alley or a gymnasium, including a
swimming pool and massage room, is not
a foolish expenditure of money. The
Government of the United States has
over $40,000 invested in the training of
every one of these air cadets. Because
of poor, uninteresting, and inadequate
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faecilities, the Air Force has witnessed
its fully trained and highly competent
personnel, including those flying the
planes, leave the service as soon as their
tour of duty was completed. The Gov-
ernment then is compelled to spend an-
other $40,000 to train a replacement.
If the Government offered reasonable
housing, as it is now doing under the
Capehart housing program, and reason-
able facilities for recreation, the percent-
age of those signing up for a second,
third, and fourth enlistment would ma-
terially increase. 'The Air Force has
experimented and has found a great in-
crease in the reenlistment rate when
living conditions have been improved,
and this has accounted for a huge sav-
ing to the taxpayer. It, therefore, would
be very foolish for the Air Force, in
building this fine and modern new air-
base, to fail to include therein a gym-
nasium. A bowling alley for the relaxa-
tion of the airmen and their families,
and even a hi-fi shop in which junior
can buy a record for his record player,
and even a swimming pool for the air-
men’s use is not extravagance.

It is proposed in the bill of criticism
that the airmen use gymnastic and
swimming pool facilities located in cities
20 miles from the base. Imagine, an
airman returning from a flicht and
getting into his car, or if he does not
have his own car, of taking a bus into
the nearest town some 20 miles away
to find a gymnasium and swimming pool,
From firsthand knowledge I can state,
without fear of contradiction, that the
swimming pools and gymnastic facilities
in the cities of Racine and Kenosha, are
inadequate for their own population,
without taking into consideration the
20,000 people the base will bring in.

Most bases have a theater—and a
theater providing a seating capacity for
650 people under modern conditions is
not unrealistic or extravagant. It is
merely building for present needs with
an eye to the future, with a thought of
taking care of normal needs of the 20,000
people who will live on or near the base.
The criticism also includes a community
service building wherein there are retail
stores, snack bars, maintenance shops,
warehouse, laundry and drycleaning
shops, concessions, barbershops, a cen-
tral post office, reading room, Red Cross
office, and so forth. It is inconceivable
to me that any Member of Congress
would propose that a modern up-to-date
Strategic Air Command base which will
attract 20,000 people should be built in
a country area 20 miles from any large
city without such facilities being built
into the base, and I do not feel it fair
to criticize those who designed the base
for this expenditure in money,; any more
than I would criticize the Air Force for
building a modern SAC plane instead
of duplicating the Kitty Hawk. We are
living in the modern age of 1959, and
looking forward to the sixties, and our
bases must represent modern needs and
facilities, and not the needs of World
War 1.

I have gone carefully over the plans
and I believe that the SAC and the archi-
tectural firm should be highly compli-
mented for the designing of a modern
SAC base with modern facilities—and
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on the other hand for the construction
of a base that is not extravagant or
wasteful, and that does not have needs
above and beyond the reguirements of
the boys who are going to man and staff
the base.

In answer to the question of whether
the Richard I. Bong Air Force Base really
needs these facilities, I say that the
Bong Airbase and any other modern
airbase built in a similar location defi-
nitely needs a swimming pool, a gym-
nasium, a bowling alley, and the other
facilities deseribed herein—and it would
be preposterous and unthinkable to have
military personnel who are on a 24-hour
alert required to go to cities 20 miles
away and attempt to use the inadequate
facilities that those cities have. I feel
it would be nearsighted and would do
nothing to prevent the thousands of air-
men, trained at great expense to the
Government, from leaving the service.
Whereas the facilities of a modern base
will help to keep trained personnel in
the service and will result in a large
saving to the country. I earnestly solicit
the examination of the Bong Airbase
plans by any Member of Congress who
has an interest therein.

Development of Qur Nctional Forests

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

HON. WILLIAM H. MEYER

OF VERMONT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. MEYER. Mr. Speaker, from the
vantage point of the professional fores-
ter, I wish to comment briefly on the
report “Program for the National
Forests” which the Agriculture Depart-
ment sent to the Congress on March 24,
1959.

Because of the multiple use aspects of
forest land which this report involves, it
should be of interest to every Member
and more particularly to my colleagues
who have national forests in their States
or districts.

With the rapid inerease in our popu-
Jation and the increasing demand for
natural resources to maintain an ex-
panding economy, the use pressures on
forest land are growing daily. Careful
planning and full development of our
forests are therefore necessary if both
current and long-range rescurce needs
are to be met.

Winter sports have become an inten-
sive use on the Green Mountain Na-
tional Forest in Vermont. We welcome
this activity because it balances the rec-
reational use in the forest and provides
a year-long use by tourists. Because the
areas are accessible to the heavily popu-
lated metropolitan areas in New Eng-
land and the Northeast, their orderly
expansion as provided for in this “Pro-
gram for the National Forests’ is essen-
tial. The local economy of the area is
considerably benefited by the money
which the skiers and recreationists
spend on winter sports and other out-
door activities on the national forest.
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This “Program for the National
Forests” will improve hunting and fish-
ing. Our lakes and streams on the
Green Mountain National Forest provide
sport fishing for thousands of visitors
each summer. As more thousands come
to Vermont and to the other national
forests throughout America, full de-
velopment of this wildlife resource of
the forest is necessary and desirable.

To a forester, multiple use means the
full use of all the renewable resources
on forest land. The growing, cutting,
and sale of timber is one of these uses.
In Vermont, much high quality maple
timber is harvested from the national
forest.

This activity supports many small
community forest industries. It pro-
vides the raw material for the manufac-
turer of maple bowls and other specialty
products which require a high input of
local labor. These wood products sup-
plement the tourist trade and again the
local economy of areas surrounding the
national forest is improved. Also there
are other special uses of national forest
trees which provide the sap from which
the famed Vermont maple syrup is made.

The nature of our country in Vermont
and much of New England is such that
watershed values are high. The land
is glaciated and unstable. We have
found that forest cover is one of the
best stabilizing forces to keep the land
from eroding into our streams and val-
leys. As a forester, I am pleased that
this “Program for the National Forests"”
has plans for stepping up the manage-
ment and protection of the watersheds
on all the national forests throughout
America.

This broad-scale program for the na-
tional forests includes accelerated re-
search in forest genetics, timber cufting
methods, new uses for low-quality trees
and betier protection from fire, insects,
and disease.

Such research is essential if the for-
ests’ resources are to be kept renewable
in quantities to meet the impact of pres-
ent and future use.

Mr. Speaker, it is gratifying to know
that the Forestry Subcommittee of the
House Agriculture Committee plans to
hold hearings on May 14 and 15 on this
long-range conservation and develop-
ment program for the national forests.
I hope many of my colleagues will take
advantage of this opportunity to indi-
cate their interest in the full develop-
ment of the national forests.

National Association of Plumbing Con-
tractors Will Hold 77th Convention in
Florida

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES A. HALEY

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959
Mr, HALEY. Mr. Speaker, one of the

great trade associations in the construc-
tion industry, the National Association
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of Plumbing Contractors, will have its
77th annual convention and its 1959 Na-
tional Plumbing-Heating-Cooling Expo-
sition in Miami Beach, Fla, May 31-
June 4, 1959.

There is an excellent reason why this
splendid trade association is meeting for
the first time in its long history in Flor-
ida, and that reason, Mr. Speaker, is be-
cause its president, John M. Rhoades,
has been successful in his strenuous en-
deavors to bring this outstanding con-
clave to Florida.

The president, John M. Rhoades, of
Sarasota, Fla., is one of our most re-
spected citizens. He has built a fine
business—a credit to himself and his
profession. He is not only a successful
businessman, but also a thoughtful, con-
structive, and progressive contractor.

Mr. Rhoades was born in Lakeland,
Fla. He attended Georgia Tech and
served region 4, Federal Public Housing
Authority, as a mechanical engineer in
Atlanta, Ga., during World War II. He
is president of the John M. Rhoades Co.,
in Sarasota.

In association work, he served three
terms as president of the Associated
Plumbing and Mechanical Contractors
of Florida, and is secretary-treasurer of
his local association. He has been active
in the National Association of Plumbing
Contractors for the past 12 years, serv-
ing as chairman of the conference, sani-
tary, and sanitation committees, and as
a member of the convention auditing, in-
dustry development, policy and inter-
industry liaison committees. He served
on NAPC's board of directors in 1952-53
and was elected second vice president of
NAPC in 1956.

He has bheen associated with the
plumbing busines in Sarasota, Fla., for
the past 34 years. A member of the
Episcopal Church of the Redeemer in
Sarasota, he is also a Kiwanian and an
Elk. A 32d degree Mason, he is a mem-
ber of the Egypt Temple Shrine in
Tampa, and Samoor Grotto and Scottish
Rite Club in Sarasota.

I wish to take this opportunity to join
with my fellow Floridians in congratu-
lating President John M. Rhoades and
the National Association of Plumbing
Contractors on 77 years of achievement
and service to its membership and to the
construction industry. My best wishes
g0 to President Rhoades and the NAPC
for a most successful convention and ex-
position in Miami Beach within the next
few weeks,

The Cause of Human Dignity

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
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HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, last
Wednesday, May 6, I had the great privi-
lege of attending a dinner given by the
National Conference of Christians and
Jews at New York’s Waldorf-Astoria
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Hotel, in honor of Mr. Louis Stein, presi-
dent of Food Fair Stores, Inec. Mr. Stein
was awarded the National Conference’s
Brotherhood Award for 1959, in recogni-
tion of his outstanding contribution in
this most meaningful of all fields of en-
deavor.

The occasion was a most fitting one for
the delivery by the guest speaker, the
Honorable James P. Mitchell, Secretary
of Labor, of one of the finest and most
moving addresses on the unbounded
capabilities of the human spirit and
man’s infinite potential for moral bril-
liance and grandeur that I have ever
heard.

I was so stirred by the spirit and
breadth of the Secretary’s excellent re-
marks, entitled “The Cause of Human
Dignity,” that I felt they should be
brought to the attention of all Members
of Congress.

The Secretary devoted his text to re-
affirming with brilliance and clarity that
if mankind is to preserve and advance
the great ideals of human freedom and
dignity, he must realize that their effec-
tive consummation is inextricably inter-
locked with the duty to strive toward
their effectuation. Stressing the moral
and economie reasons for the elimination
of barriers of prejudice and bigotry, he
emphasized that both deep moral values
and enlightened national self-interest
demand the eradication of discrimina-
tion. This challenge, he explained, “is
the most important decision facing
America today.”

Secretary Mitchell’s moving thesis re-
flects so fully the great aims of the con-
ference and is so appropriate to the needs
of the times that I deem it an honor to
request that it be printed in the Recorp
at the conclusion of my remarks, as fol-
lows:

THE CAUSE oF HuMAN DIGNITY
(Address by Secretary of Labor James P.

Mitchell before the National Conference

of Christians and Jews, New York, N.Y.,

May 6, 1959)

I am happy to be here this evening, to add
my voice to the others who have taken this
time to honor Mr. Stein.

As you know, Sir Winston Churchill is
visiting in Washington at this very moment.
It was 18 years ago this coming June that
Sir Winston was in the United States on a
previous visit; as some of you may remember,
he spoke at the University of Rochester, here
in New York State. In that speech he pre-
sented an ldea that has remained with me,
and one, I believe, that we here this evening
can review with good advantage.

“The destiny of mankind,” Churchill said,
“is not decided by material computation.
When great causes are on the move in the
world * * * we learn that we are spirits,
not animals; and that something is going on
in space and time, and beyond space and
time, which, whether we like it or not, spells
duty.”

For us, of course, the greatest cause is that
of human freedom, as it expresses itself in
the cause of political freedom, the cause of
individual liberty, the cause of human dig-
nity, the cause of freedom from want, and
freedom from ignorance, and freedom to
worship as one will.

Mr. Churchill, with his customary wisdom,
did not relate these things to mere material
computation. He did not add up imports
and exports, investments and labor forces,
industrial plants and agricultural potentials,
and give the total of these as freedom.
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He related the great causes, rather, with
“something going on in space and time, and
beyond space and time.” He was certain
that any computation would fall into a great
error which did not account for the account-
able, the unpredictable: the creatlve power
of the free spirit.

He perceived that man's greatest causes,
today as 1B years ago, arise from the ac-
knowledgement of that spirit.

Some people saw, 18 years ago, that this
was the fundamental distinction between the
free societies of the Western World, and the
tyranny of the Communist world.

So coarse and shallow is the Communist
view of man and his destiny that a few weeks
ago & Soviet theorist announced that the
satellites and rockets of recent years have
adequately disproven the idea of God since
they reached into heaven and dldn't find
Him.

I sometimes think that this kind of moral
moronity is a greater danger to peace than
armed aggression.

You will note, also, that Mr. Churchill’s
idea of a transcendental destiny is inter-
locked with the idea of duty.

Having realized what he is, man is obli-
gated to act upon that knowledge.

Certainly our philosophy of life is much
more than a structure of thought and logic;
it is a pattern for action and plan for
activity.

Thus, we in the Western World are present-
ed with this decision—what actions are we to
to take in response to our public belief in
man's dignity?

Let’s start right here at home.

I need not tell a gathering like this how
short we are of acting as if we believed in
the dignity of all men—both in what we do
and what we say within our own border.

‘We pride ourselves on being a state created
to protect human dignity. And we have a
long tradition of opportunity here, based
upon our early history when every newcomer
to these shores found an open road and a
wide land.

Now, however, the test of freedom is no
longer only whether or not we can provide
opportunity to newcomers—but to our own
people who are within our borders but out-
side our society, closed off from the full
experience of American life by barriers of
racial and economic discrimination.

To meet this test, we can no longer rely on
wide ranges of open land and new roads
through a wilderness.

The old national road to the west, the old
Homestead Act, find their equivalents in
equal job opportunity in all our plants and
offices and mills and mines and ships. The
road to new opportunity is no longer a geo-
graphic line on a map; it runs through the
plant gate to the hiring office, and it may end
in the President's office.

But we all know it has barriers, detours,
do-not-enter signs for many thousands of
American citizens who hope to travel down
it. It was not long ago that Jews and Irish
immigrants faced these signs. Today the
Negro in the South, and in some northern
communities; the Puerto Rican on the east
coast; the American oriental on the west
coast; the American Indlan—these stand by
the wayside, watching the parade of Amer-
ican progress go by. Their presence is
enough to make us suspect that what we say
about America and what we do about it are
sometimes two different things.

Yet this discrimination is intolerable, not
only from moral but for economic reasons
as well, reasons that can be proven down to
the last decimal point.

Economically, we cannot support our
standard of living for an exploding popula-
tion, and maintain an adequate defense,
without making use of all our human re-
sources. We need all the talent, all the skill
we can muster, and we need to develop it
now.
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Let me give you the figures:

There are 100 million more people in this
country than there were in 1800. More than
50 million children have been born since
World War II. By 1970, there will be 210
million Americans.

Now, note this fact:

In 1970, there will be 20 million people
in this country over 65 years of age. That
is a tremendous number of people not in
the most productive age group. At the same
time, because our birth rate was very low
during the depression years of the 1930's,
there will actually be nearly 2 million fewer
20- to 29-year-olds in our male population
in the 1960’s than there are now.

Consider what that means in terms of
need for skilled manpower, for reviewing
our personnel policies in regard to older men
and women. :

But that isn’t all the story. Within those
statistics there are important currents and
changes which put an even heavier strain
on our supply of trained, educated man-
power:

The composition of the workforce is
changing. We are needing fewer unskilled
laborers; in fact, we will need no more to
do all the essential jobs iIn the 60's than
we have today. But we’ll need 50 percent
more professional and technical workers,
30 percent more craftsmen, and 30 percent
more semiskilled workers.

Those are the figures. To sustain our pres-
ent standard of living, to say nothing of
mobilizing better the human resources we
have in a highly competitive world, we must
start now to train and educate all our young
people, whatever the color, wherever their
parents were born, wherever they may wor-
ship, because we cannot be without them.

The low birthrate of the 1930’s has pro-
duced a generation which will be able to
produce enough goods and services for a
much larger population only if it is fully
used, only if we waste none of our human
resources. That is a practical argument
which should satisfy even those who have
no patience with history—or with hu-
manity—or with religion.

But, although this practical argument is
a compelling and convineing one, our stake
in broader opportunity is much larger and
much more essential to America on an-
other level, and one that is difficult to docu-
ment.

In the world today there are 20 new na-
tions under the sun. They are something
new to history—and they are going through
a measuring-up and sizing process, making a
careful estimate of the value of friendship,
especially when it comes to the two most
influential members of the community of
nations: Russia and ourselves.

How do we look to them?

Do we look like a soclety topheavy with
the chosen and preferred? Do we look like
a soclety that makes varvelous progress at
the expense of the least of us? 1Is it as
Ghandi said to an American visitor inquir-
ing about peace: "“Go back to America,”
Ghandl said, “and when you have learned
to treat your Negro citizens as equals, then
come talk to me of peace. Until then, I will
not listen to you.”

In a world in which the educated, opulent
white man is in the small minority, just how
far do we expect a society to be honored that
honors him to the exclusion of others?

It is against that background of world
awakening and of domestic economic need
that the true stature of the opportunity
problem in our Nation must be measured.

The chance to live a decent comfortable
life, to enjoy the products of industry and
agriculture, to have the protections of medi-
cine and savings, to have open access to the
benefits of education and employment, and
to worship in the manner that the conscience
dictates—that is what the struggle for the
world is all about. This is what it boils
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down to, as an aspiration only for many,
many millions, and as a reality for a few
lucky ones. How we conduct ourselves in
the pursuit of these goals, whether selfishly
or selflessly, is the most important decision
facing America today.

One might think that there are few oc-
casions for a practical pursuit of our duty;
as a matter of fact, almost every day is an
occasion.

A great number of writers have, for a long
number of years now, tried to write about
what they call “the American experience”—
trying to define it, to analyze it, to picture
it. I think, in the end, it is this—a feeling
of respect for each and every fellow human
being, knowing in our hearts that there really
is something going on in space and time
which has to do with the human spirit, and
knowing in our hearts that we have a duty
because if it.

Thank you.

Congratulations to the New Government
of Laos

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. ADAM C. POWELL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish
today to greet the Kingdom of Laos,
Prince Souphanouvong and His Excel-
lency, Ourot R. Sovannavong, Perma-
nent Representative to the United Na-
tions. I take this opportunity, also, to
congratulate the new Laos Government,
presided over by His Execellency, Phoui
Sananikone. This Government, whose
policy is one of restriction, austerity, and
order, has set itself a hard and definite
objective which can be summed up as
follows:

First. Fight against Communist infil-
tration and development in the kingdom.

Second, General reorganization of the
political, economic, financial, and social
fields.

Third. National recovery.

The task of stabilizing nations newly
emerged from colonialism is an immense
one which we of America too often fail
to appreciate. For, as His Excellency
Sananikone states it:

Yesterday, we had to work out the reunifi-
cation of our motherland and the reconcilia-
tion of all the Lao peoples. Today, our goal
is to safeguard our independence and our
newly achieved unity by protecting them

against the most terrible evil that threatens
them; communism,

His Excellency, Phoui Sananikone, em-
phasized that the government program
rested on the following basic principles:

First. The fight against extremist
ideology.

Second. True unity and independence
of the Kingdom.

Third. The well-being of the Lao peo-
ple and respect for the regime while seek-
ing to promote education and medico-
social welfare even to the most desolate
regions; and to contribute to the main-
tenance of peace through a strict policy
of neutrality within the framework of
the principles of Panchasila and of the
Charter of the United Nations.
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In addition to the above enunciated
policy of Laos, His Excellency pointed
out that in the area of economic and
financial policy the country's objective
is the economic development and full ex-
ploitation of the country’'s national re-
sources. In this latter regard, he point-
ed out that his government supported
an all-out drive in favor of both foreign
and local investments.

His Excellency deserves the commen-
dation of leaders of this country for his
announced policy and for the resistance
he has maintained against Communist
infiltration. It was his forthright lead-
ership that saved that nation from being
overrun by the Communists last year.
But for the $48 million in United States
aid which tiny Laos received in 1957, the
Communists might have rolled up an
added victory in Asia and have now been
in possession of another beachhead
there.

Though determined to define itself,
Laos wishes to remind its friends every-
where that it is traditionally a peace-lov-
ing country with only one wish to rebuild
its economy severely damaged by war and
lift the level of its people on all fronts.
Again, I wish to salute the tiny country
for its determination to be both free and
peaceful.

Washington Report

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. BRUCE ALGER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I include the following newsletter of
May 9, 1959:

WASHINGTON REPORT

(By Congressman BrRUCE ALGER, 5TH DISTRICT
TEXAS)
May 9, 1959.

The Trinity River survey appropriation
was the subject of the Appropriation Com-
mittee’s hearing at which a large Dallas
group appeared. Congressmen of the Trinity
River area joined the delegation of Texans in
a united front requesting the survey by the
Corps of Engineers. I was happy to join in
support of this interstate matter. It is both
legitimately a Federal-State proposition and
within justifiable cost limits of flood con-
trol and navigation projects by the usual
tests of priority. The big "if” is whether
boondoggle and wasteful projects wiil also
receive attention now, thus squeezing out
legitimate projects in the exceeding of the
budget.

President Eisenhower warmly greeted Bill
Junker of Dallas, the Goodwill Industry's
Man of the Year, along with Bill's mother and
Goodwill officials. The President’s attention
was a further honor to Bill who was elected
by his 35,000 nationwide handicapped fel-
low workers. Along with personally com-
mending Bill Junker, the President described
animatedly the paintings and art objects in
his beautiful oval office. He is looking very
fit. I had the opportunity to commend the
President for his efforts to maintain a bal-
anced budget. When I exhorted him to
stand firm, he laughed and said it wouldn't
be he who weakened. It was up to Congress,

H.R. 3460, a bill to amend the Tennessee
Valley Authority Act of 1933 (TVA), to per-
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mit self-financing by the TVA issuing its
own bonds up to 750 million, was the sub-
ject of long, controversial, but generally
good-natured debate. The TVA is wholly
owned and cperated by the Federal Govern-
ment. Electricity developed serves 5 million
people in 1,250,000 familles in 80,000 square
miles in parts of 7 States—Georgia, Virginia,
North Carolina, Alabama, Mississippl,, Ten-
nessee, and Kentucky. Originally, the TVA
was intended for mavigation and flood con-
trol. A small amount of hydroelectric power
development was included. Since then the
electricity production has mushroomed to
include many steam-generated powerplants.
Power output and area served has grown
terrifically. This bill would permit the
TVA's three-man Board of Directors to issue
bonds for new powerplant and facilities con-
struction on terms and conditions of their
choosing.

Arguments for include: (1) Twelve percent
yearly growth requires $180 million yearly in
plant expansion; (2) 50 percent of power
produced is used by Government installa-
tions; (3) besides paying 3 percent interest
yearly (836 million) on TVA Federal in-
debtedness of $1,200 million, this amount
will be reduced from TVA revenues by $10
million per year; (4) Congress has 90 days
to veto new TVA construction. Arguments
against include: (1) Though wholly federally
owned, the Federal Government would have
no control—neither the Treasury Depart-
ment over the bonds, the Budget Bureau
over expenditures, since this would be out-
side the budget, nor Congress, since usual
appropriations procedures would be side-
stepped; (2) the opposition of the Treasury,
Budget Bureau, and Comptroller General
were not printed in the hearings or report,
g0 Congressmen were denied this usual infor-
mation; (3) TVA bonds would compete with
U.S. bonds without Treasury control; (4)
bonds, though alleged to be secured solely by
TVA revenues, would in fact be U.S. obliga-
tions since TVA is federally owned,

For myself, the more fundamental objec-
tion was not stressed, as almost everyone ac-
cepts this 27-year-old experiment in socializ-
ing power production, and that is that Gov-
ernment should not be in business operation
in competition with its citizens in their pri-
vate enterprise. Further, subsidy for a few
at the expense of all is not a Federal right,
even though the Federal Government has
done so. These basic objections should be
met head on and solved. My suggestion?
That the TVA be sold by the Federal Gov-
ernment to the people of the area served by
the TVA, a simple and sensible solution to
disposing of public power facilities here and
elsewhere., Amendments sponsored by Re-
publicans to improve the bill by reestablish=-
ing congressional control over this financ-
ing were defeated by the Democrats in al-
most a solid partyline vote. Obviously, this
will be a political campaign issue by both
parties with some exceptions, namely, the
switching of Republicans in the TVA area
and a few Democrats outside TVA. The
closeness of amendment votes indicated that
a Presidential veto cannot be overridden by
the House. Interesting, indeed, was the
“Buy American” amendment sponsored by a
Democrat labor leader in which the Repub-
licans with only a handful of Democrats sup-
ported U.S. industry. This amendment
would have forbidden TVA to buy foreign
equipment with its lower cost because of
lower wage rates.

The $64 guestion now is: Will the House
Democrat leadership bypass the Rules Com-
mittee to force out the huge, costly housing
bill? At present, a rules deadlock has it
bottled up. Will the spending deluge of this
and other pet programs yet engulf us?
Right now, it's a stalemate. The people hold
the key to the balanced budget and deficit
financing. They should write their Repre-
sentatives and Senators.
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Federal Administrative Practice Act

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DANTE B. FASCELL

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr, FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I have
reintroduced today c bill I was privileged
to cosponsor during the last Congress,
entitled the “Federal Administrative
Practice Act.”

This is a major and comprehensive
piece of legislation which would imple-
ment proposals advanced by the Ameri-
can Bar Association after intensive study
and independent evaluation of current
administrative procedures and practices.

Mainly, the bill does four things. It
would establish at interagency level the
Office of Federal Administrative Prac-
tice which would be the vehicle through
which badly needed coordination and di-
rection of procedures and practice on
matters of concern to all governmental
agencies would be accomplished. The
bill would provide new and improved pro-
cedures for the selection, appointment,
and administration of hearing commis-
sioners. The bill seeks to increase the
efficiency of the Government legal serv-
ices by eslablishing for the first time a
legal career service for civilian lawyers
in government which would serve not
only to attract the more capable and
talented lawyers to Federal service but
would provide incentive and encourage-
ment so desperately needed to keep them
in Government service. The final ma-
jor purpose of this bill is to assure all
persons the right of representation be-
fore Government departments and agen-
cies by both attorneys and qualified lay
persons, the bill would assist attorneys
around the country by providing for
centralized admission to practice; at the
same time, it imposes standards of con-
duct upon these representatives, and
contains a provision for adequate disci-
plinary proceedings,

During the last Congress, reports were
requested from 26 Government depart-
ments and agencies. The reports have
been received, most of them in support
of the general objectives of the hill,
some in support or in opposition to some
parts of the bill, and most of them sug-
gesting amendments to the legislation.

I respectfully submit that with the
ever-inereasing amount of administra-
tive practice within Government circles,
there is a great need for a thorough
congressional study of this field to bring
up to date and to improve the legal pro-
cedures and services of all of our Fed-
eral departments and agencies, some 70
in number. My bill seeks to simplify
and modernize these procedures, to make
them more uniform wherever that can
be done, to encourage able lawyers to
enter Federal service as a career, and
to assure our citizens that they will re-
ceive fair and impartial consideration
at hearings conducted before truly inde-
pendent hearing commissioners.

Each of us in government and all of
our cifizens have an interest in this pro-
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posal. I hope the Committee will see fit
to schedule consideration of this legis-
lation in its agenda this year, so that
full testimony and study can be given
this subject and all suggested amend-
ments carefully reviewed, to the end
that our vast governmental operations
in this field are improved and modern-
ized in the best interest of our citizens
and the legal officers of our Federal
Government.

Justin Smith Morrill Homestead

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WILLIAM H. MEYER

OF VERMONT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. MEYER. Mr. Speaker, on March
23 I introduced a bill to provide for the
establishment of the Justin Smith Mor-
rill Homestead at Strafford, Vt., as a na-
tional monument. This bill, H.R. 5934,
now with the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, is most appropriate for
Congress to consider at this time, be-
cause we are approaching the centennial
celebration of the great Land-Grant
College Act of 1862, better known as the
Morrill Act for its sole author, Senator
Justin Smith Morrill, of Vermont. It
would be fitting indeed to make provi-
sion in ample time for the dedication of
this shrine to the memory of Senator
Morrill during the year of events which
is being planned for 1962 to mark the
100th anniversary of the establishment
of our national system of land-grant
colleges and State universities.

In connection with this proposal, I
would remind the Members of the House
that we have already acted favorably on
April 20 on a bill, H.R. 4012, to provide
for a Centennial Celebration Commis-
sion and for other appropriate recogni-
tion of the Morrill Act in 1962. This bill,
introduced by the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary,
Congressman CELLER, takes note of both
the establishment of land grant colleges
and State universities and the establish-
ment of the Department of Agriculture,
both of which occurred in 1862. These
historic acts have had an invaluable,
almost incalculable, bearing on the de-
velopment of agriculture and higher
education in the United States.

It is fitting indeed for Congress to es-
tablish such a commission as provided
in H.R. 4210 in order that appropriate
events can be arranged and supported
during 1962.

One such appropriate event of this
centennial celebration would be the dedi-
cation as a national monument of the
home of the author, in fact the sole au-
thor, of the act which we will be com-
memorating, the Morrill Act. Senator
Justin Smith Morrill was born in Straf-
ford in 1810, the son of a blacksmith, and
he received his own formal education in
the little red schoolhouse of the day.
He had to leave school at the age of 14
to go to work, but he never forgot the
importance of books and education.
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Morrill was successful in business, and
when he felt that he had acquired enough
to live on, he turned to public affairs
and served Vermont in the U.S. House of
Representatives and Senate for 44 years.
Having been denied higher educational
opportunities himself, Justin Smith Mor-
rill was resolutely determined that others
would have this great opportunity, and
he initiated and provided the leadership
for passage of one of the most memorable
educational measures yet known, the
Morrill Land-Grant Colleges Act. It was
the high point of a distinguished career.

We all know the enormous importance
of the land-grant cclleges and State uni-
versities. There are now 68 of them in
our country, at least one in every State,
ineluding Alaska and Hawaii, as well as
one in Puerto Rico. It is estimated that
about 20 percent of the Nation’s college
students are enrolled in land grant insti-
tutions. More than 40 percent of the
doctorate degrees in all subjects, more
than half in the sciences and in the
health professions, and all those in agri-
culture, are conferred by land-grant col-
leges and universities. Furthermore,
the quality has been extraordinary. Of
35 living American Nobel Prize winners
who went to college in this country, 21
have earned degrees from land-grant in-
stitutions. This is truly evidence of the
national character of the Morrill Act
and of the interest that there is in hon-
oring its author, Justin Smith Morrill.

Morrill distinguished himself as a leg-
islator, and was referred to at the time as
the “Gladstone of America.” It is said
that in the field of finance lay his great-
est talents, and he gave years of leader-
ship to the Ways and Means and Fi-
nance Committees in Congress. Also, he
served as chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Buildings and Grounds and is
largely responsible for the planning and
execution of the terraces, fountains, and
gardens around the Capitol, as well as
the completion of the Washington Mon-
ument. However, it is interesting that
this Vermont Senator, deprived of
higher learning himself, should be re-
membered best for the Land-Grant Col-
lege Act, and for his important part in
the establishment of the Library of Con-
gress as a truly national institution dur-
ing the 19th century. This merely
serves to confirm the broad character
and vision of Morrill, a man to whom
higher education and the Nation owes so
much.

Strafford always remained home for
the Senator, and his homestead there is
an attractive, charming place, definitely
and closely related to the Senator’'s work
and achievements. Acquisition would be
by gift from the Strafiord Historical So-
ciety, Ine., and would be made possible
by the generous support which is already
indicated by friends of the society and
admirers of Morrill. The house is rea-
sonably well preserved, and is a delight-
ful example of Victorian gothic. It is
set near the Common in one of our beau-
tiful Vermont villages, the village where
Morrill was born and went to school,
where he operated a general store, and
where he returned regularly all during
his 44 years in Congress. This village
will be within about 15 miles of a main



8016

intersection in the projected new Inter-
state Highway System, making it easily
accessible to travelers from both Boston
to the east and from Connecticut. and
New York to the south. Yet it will at
the same time be far enough from these
main routes so as to be assured of the
quiet and deep charm which our Ver-
mont villages exemplify.

There is wide interest in this project
among educators all over the country.
Everyone familiar with land-grant col-
leges will agree that it would be fitting
to honor the man whose vision is re-
sponsible for their establishment. The
centennial office of the American As-
sociation of Land-Grant Colleges and
State Universities has already indicated
its interest for this proposal in conjunc-
tion with its plans for the centennial
celebration in 1962. We will want to
take action early enough so that dedica-
tion ean be arranged in conjunction
with the centennial activities planned
for 1962. That is the obvious and ap-
propriate year for such a dedication,
and it would be a high point of the cele-
bration. The impact of Senator Mor=-
rill’s efforts are national and even world-
wide in scope, and in many ways they
are more memorable and more impor-
tant for their positive results than are
many of the other events which we
already commemorate, The name of
Justin Smith Morrill means a great deal
to our country as a whole and is par-
ticularly honored in the field of higher
education,

In Vermont our State legislature is
taking steps already to do its part in ob-

the centennial celebration, as
urged in section 7 of the proposed H.R.
4210. I am sending a copy of the recent
resolution to this effect by our general
assembly to Chairman CeLLER, and I
would also like to insert this resolution
in the Recorp at this point:

JOINT RESOLUTION 23

Resolution relating to the observance of the
100th anniversary of the enactment of the
Morrill Land-Grant Act of 1862
‘Whereas the Morrill Land-Grant College

Act was enacted into the laws of this Nation

in 1862; and
Whereas the author of this act was Justin

Smith Morrill, of Strafford, Vit.,, a Member

of the U.S. Congress from Vermont for the

period 18556 until 1898; and

Whereas the act which carries the name
of this famous Vermonter has resulted in
the founding of 68 land-grant colleges and
universities, of which the University of Ver-
mont is one; and

Whereas those 68 colleges and universities
have given Instruction and tralning to hun-
dreds of thousands of young men and young
women of our Nation, many of whom could
not otherwise have afforded a college educa-
tion; and

Whereas the year 1962 will be the 100th
anniversary of the Morrill Land-Grant Col-
lege Act; and

Whereas the American Assoclation of
Land Grant Colleges and State Universities

a nationwide observance dur-

ing 1962 for the 100th anniversary of the

Morrill Act: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the senate and house of repre-

sentatives, That the Governor of the State

of Vermont appoint a committee of five
members to serve without compensation.

This committee’s duties will be to plan a

suitable statewide observance during 1962

for the 100th anniversary of the Morrill Act
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and to honor the famous Vermonter, Justin
Smith Morrill, who designed the Morrill Act.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to bring
to the attention of the House two fur-
ther resolutions in support of the Morrill
homestead bill, HR. 5924. These resolu-
tions show the strong local support which
such a project will have, as well as show-
ing the interest which Vermont has ‘n
obtaining its first national monument,
and in fact its first recognition of any
sort by the National Park Service. At
present our State has no national monu-
ment, and no more appropriate one can
be suggested than the homestead of Jus-
tin Smith Morrill, a great Vermonter and
a great American statesman, whose vi-
sion and determination served the cause
of education, and thus the Nation, so
well., It would be a monument of truly
national interest and character. The
resolution of the Vermont General As-
sembly, passed on April 14, the anniver-
sary date of Morrill’s birth in 1810, and
the resolution of the Strafford Historical
Society, Inc., which has been most active
in support of this proposal, are as fol-
lows:

JoinT RESOLUTION 27

Joint resolution relating to the Justin
Smith Morrill Memorial and urging the
passage of H.R. 5034 by the Congress of
the United States

Whereas Justin Smith Morrill of Straf-
ford, Vt.,, was a Member of the U.S. Con-
gress for nearly 50 years; and

Whereas he served his State and country
with honor and distinetion; and

Whereas there is now pending before the
Congress of the United States a measure,
H.R. 5934, providing for the purchase and
restoration of the Justin Smith Morrill
homestead in the town of Strafford for the
purpose of its preservation as an historical
monument to his memory and achieve-
ments; and

Whereas on April 14, 1810, 149 years ago
today, Justin Smith Morrill was born in the
town of Btrafford; and

Whereas this general assembly is cogni-
gant of th2 great honors that have been
brought to the State of Vermont by his
man;" achievements, particularly as to his
authorship of the famous Land Grant Acts
to colleges in the fleld of education: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives, That the General Assembly
of the State of Vermont hereby goes on rec-
ord as favoring the pecssage of H.R. 5934
by the Congress of the United States, and
urge early and favorable action by the De-
partment of the Interior in this matter;
and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state is
hereby directed to send coples of this joint
resolution to the President of the United
States, the Vermont congressional delega-
tion, the Secretary of the Interior of the
United States, the president of the Univer-
sity of Vermont, the president of the Uni-
versity of New Hampshire, the president of
the University of Massachusetts, the direc-
tor of the Vermont Historical Soclety, the
chairman of the Vermont Historic Sites Com-
mission, and the president of the Strafford
Historical Society,

RESOLUTION OF THE STRAFFORD HISTORICAL
SocieTY, INC., STRAFFORD, VT.
Whereas Justin Smith Morrill contributed
much for the good of the country during his
long service as a Member of Congress; and
Whereas his most memorable achievement
was his authorship and adoption by Congress
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of the Land-Grant College Act signed Into
law by Abraham Lincoln on July 2, 1862; and

Whereas the impact of this legislation has
been and will continue to be of enormous
value to our Nation's progress; and

Whereas in recognition of the Nation's
debt of respect, a bill has been introduced
into Congress by Representative WiLniam H.
Mever, providing for the acquirement and
administration by the Secretary of the Inte-
rlor of the Morrill homestead in Strafford,
Vt., as a national monument: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the board of directors and
members of the SBtrafford Historical Society
urge the passage of the bill; and be it fur-
ther

Resolved, That favorable consideration be
given to dedicating the monument on July
2, 1962, the centennial of the Land-Grant
College Act; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
sent to Congressman MEYER and to any oth-
ers whom our members may select.

Controlling Inflation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. LESTER HOLTZMAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing in the House of Representa-
tives today a bill which is to be known as
the Anti-Inflation Act of 1959. The bill
would authorize the President to freeze
our entire economy for a period not in
excess of 90 days, during which period
the Congress of the United States would
have time to adequately consider the ad-
visability of continuing the freeze, and
the best manner in which to effectuate
controls, if found necessary.

We all recognize that resort to direct
controls is dangerous to economic free-
dom and incompatible with our free en-
terprise system. MNevertheless, in an
emergency, I feel that the President
should have authority, at least for a
limited period, to protect consumers,
workers, farmers, persons living on fixed
or limited incomes, and business against
the menace and danger of runaway in-
flation. The position of world leadership
of the United States rests primarily upon
the strength of our economic system, and
must not, under any eircumstances, be
jeopardized by sudden inflation.

Our dollars purchase less and less
every day, and it is about time that the
machinery to cope with this problem ba
made available if and when needed.

When I first came to Congress over 6
years ago, in 1953, the purchasing power
of the dollar, using 1947 to 1949 as a hase
period, was 87.4 cents. As of March of
this year that purchasing power had been
reduced to 80.4 cents, a decline of almost
T cents in a 6-year period. Using 1939
as a base period we find that the dollar
is worth only 48 cents at the present
time, so we can clearly see that in a 20-
year period we have lost over 50 percent

" of the value of the dollar.

History has demonstrated that the
greatest danger from inflation comes
when an emergency suddenly develops.
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It is national policy that the President
have the authority, at the moment of
crisis, to take the necessary steps to pro-
tect the economic stability and security
of the Nation. I believe my bill will
provide such protection.

Safety Patrol Delegation for 1959 From
the First Congressional District of
Wisconsin

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GERALD T. FLYNN

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr., FLYNN. Mr. Speaker, it is with
pride that I rise to advise this honorable
body of a civic project in my hometown
of Racine, Wis., in which a large num-
ber of manufacturers, individuals, and
private organizations have cooperated.
This civic and community project has
made it possible for the city of Racine to
participate annually in the grade school
safety patrol program. Racine, Wis,,
was one of the pioneers in this move-
ment; the first unit of the school safety
patrol program in Wisconsin was organ-
ized in the city of Racine on January 11,
1926. It was one of the first such units
organized in the Nation. Racine realized
then and knows now the value of such a
program in protecting the lives of school-
children at school crossings adjacent to
elementary schools. In the 33 years
since Racine has been extremely fortu-
nate in that there has never been an ac-
cident involving a schoolchild at a
school crossing where these safety patrol
youngsters have been on duty.

A distinguished Racine citizen, Dr.
George Walter, now deceased, gave of his
time for many years in the promotion
and development of this project. In his
memory the group of industrialists, in-
dividuals and private organizations
above mentioned have created a memo-
rial fund, a nonprofit organization dedi-
cated totally to providing finances
through voluntary donation of funds,
which are used to deiray the annual ex-
penses of sending one safety patrol boy
or girl from each school in the city of
Racine to Washington to participate in
the annual safety patrol parade. These
schoolchildren are accompanied by sev-
eral civie-minded citizens and officials.
The result of this trip spurs the young
boys and girls on to dedicated service to
the safety patrol. The result is that Ra-
cine is developing character in its young
people, safety at its school crossings and
has a program of which all can be proud.

It was with pride that I witnessed these
boys and girls march in Saturday’'s pa-
rade. It was a happy occasion for me
to visit and have breakfast with them
while they were in Washington. The
boys and girls selected this year and the
school from which they came are:

School, Racine, Wis.: James Blake, St.
John’s Lutheran; Gary Bosak, Garfield
£chool; Dale Dow, Winkler; James Esser,
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Holy Trinity School; Donald Fowler, St.
Rose; Stephen Heisa, Stephen Bull; Mar-
vin Johnson, St. Charles’, Burlington,
Wis.; Dale Ketterhagen, St. Mary's, Bur=
lington, Wis.; Sigmund Kizirnis, St. Jos-
eph’s; Robert Knotek, St. John's Nepo-
muk; Lawrence Kraus, Lincoln Elemen-
tary; Craig Monroe, Our Father's Luth-
eran; John Morgan, Jerstad-Agerholm;
Daniel Panyk, Rapids; Jerry Pusch,
Trinity Lutheran; Ronald Rasmussen,
Howell; Charles Retert, Roosevelt; Rob-
ert Richards, Jr., Wadewitz; John
Schatzman, Franklin; David Wenszell,
St. Mary's; James Stratman, St. Ed-
wards’; Charles Wittkowski, Holy Name
School ; John Zimmerman, Epiphany Lu-
theran; Daniel Zuehlke, Washington;
Theodore Zukewich, Sacred Heart; Ken-
neth Burns, Elkhorn School, Elkhorn,
Wis.; Dick Pollak, Elkhorn School, Elk-
horn, Wis.; Jack Zwieg, Elkhorn School,
Elkhorn, Wis.; Lois Dandeneau, St. Pat-
rick’s School; Wendy Jane Dibble, S. C.
Johnson; Jane Gutknecht, Franksville;
Charlene Mae Harlow, St. Stanislaus;
Ellen Thrman, Winslow ; Annette Jardina,
St. Rita; Jane Mutschmann, James;
Susan Oravetz, Fratt Elementary; Joyce
Petersen, Gilbert Knapp; Marilyn Schet-
ter, McKinley Elementary; Sally Shook-
man, Beebe; Mary Teut, St. John's Evan-
gelical Lutheran, Burlington, Wis.; Paul-
ine Walsh, Waller School, Burlington,
Wis.; Sandra Weiss, Mitchell Elemen-
tary, Nancy Wtipil, Jefferson; Kathie
Zabhit, Trautwein.

The chaperones caring for these boys
and girls were: Harold A. Schink, Racine
County Safety Council; Officer Edward
Kirt, Racine Police Department; Sgt.
James Anderson, Racine Sheriff’'s De-
partment; Mrs. Bertha Halliday, R.M.
Racine Health Department; Miss Grace
Piskula, physical education consultant,
Racine Public Schools.

I commend both the children and their
chaperones for the fine display they put
on in V/ashington and for a job v.ell done.
I commend their schools for adequately
preparing them for the trip. The chap-
erones said they were the finest behaved
group of children that they had yet
taken to Washington and I commend the
civic-mindedness of the group and the
individuals contributing to the Dr, Wal-
ter memorial fund for this most worthy
project.

Mockery of Civil Service Tenure

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OoF
HON. CHARLES 0. PORTER

OF OREGON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I include the following statement
which I made in the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee on Monday, May 11,
which was holding hearings on the so-
called loyalty-security bill. This fol-
lowed the testimony of Mr. Loyd Wright,
of Los Angeles, Chairman of the Presi-
dent’'s Commission on Security and for-
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mer president of the American Bar As-
sociation:

Thursday, Mr. Wright, you used most of
your time to make an eloquent statement
about the danger of communism. You spent
practically no time on the merits of the bill
before us. Of course we Members of Con=-
gress, like other Americans, don't want Com-
munists and other subversives in Govern-
ment employ. I think you could have as-
sumed that attitude on our part.

What you, as well as the witnesses who
preceded you, did not demonstrate was the
need for this legislation, Of course, it is
not the bill you had in mind when you
came before us 2 years ago. This bill was
an emergency measure to tide us over until
your more comprehensive bill was intro-
duced. I wonder what happened to your
bill. I know what happened to the Walter
bill. It passed the House but died in the
Senate. I have heard of no dire conse-
quences. Perhaps you have.

Let's discuss need. We don't need this
legislation to keep Communists out of Gov-
ernment service, We already have laws on
the books to do that. I refer you to the
Hatech Act and the Internal Security Act
of 1250.

We don't need it to keep subversives out
because we have laws against espionage and
sabotage,

I can't see then that we need to correct
the Cole decision. If you add almost 2 mil-
lion employees on the theory that each must
be investigated and watched, you not only
put an impossible burden on our FBI, but
you are making a ridiculous and slanderous
attack on good Americans.

You are also opening the way to abuses
which would very soon make a mockery of
the tenure assurances in the civil service
system. Let's look at the bill and consider
how it would work.

I am an agency chief. You are an em-
ployee with tenure under civil service. If I
want you fired, for any reason, good or bad,
founded in fact or not, I can do it. I don't
have to have any particular grounds for
calling you a security risk. I, your accuser,
set up your so-called hearing and so-called
appeal. You can't call witnesses, much less
identify, or face, or cross-examine the wit-
nesses against you.

As for the appeal to the Civil Service Com-
mission, you are a lawyer, Mr, Wright.
Members of the Commission are not. Fur-
thermore, the only record they have is one
prepared by the agency head, who is at the
same time the accuser, judge, and jury.

This shocks me. I hope it shocks you. It
shocks the League of Women Voters and
many other Americans. We think that
designating a person as a security or loyalty
risk is a very serious matter. We think it
should be done by due process of law, You
know what that means. You know that the
procedures set up in this bill are a travesty
of due process.

We do have due process of law in our
courts. I say let the courts dispose of per-
sons, Government employees or not, who
conspire or act against our Nation.

The Civil Service Commission 2 years ago
took no position on this bill. I hope it will
speak up strongly against it.

The Association of the Bar of the city of
New York opposes this kind of legislation.

You were concerned about fairness and
uniformity when you testified 2 years ago
and recommended a Central Review Board
(p. 47, 1957 hearings). Yet you are here en-
dorsing this legislation which has no such
Board,

[From Labor, Washington, D.C., May 9, 1959]
Must WE SACRIFICE LIBERTY FOR SECURITY

“The scars of McCarthyism are still with
us,” said the conservative Denver Post re-
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cently in a significant editorial that deserves
wider circulation.

“Today most of us consider that we have
recovered fairly well from that period of
pointless suspicion, fear, character assassi-
nation, and ruined careers,” the Post con-
tinues. “Therefore, it is interesting to ask
how many of the following practices are still
going on:

“Punishment for the advocacy of ideas,
unconnected with any immediate action.

“Loyalty checks in which unverified accu-
sations are used against persons who then
have no opportunity to confront their accu-
sers.

“Investigations of universities, founda-
tions, and churches, by congressional com-
mittees, even though there is no direct con-
nection to proposed legislation.”

All those practices are still going on, the
editorial says. *““The truth of the matter is
that the assault on civil liberties began be-
fore McCarthy ever made any headlines, and
still persists today.”

The editorial then adds:

“An even more widespread evil than the
malpractices listed above is the general dis-
repute into which controversy of any kind
has fallen, Deep probing of the institutions
and customs by which we live is considered
at best impolite and at worst the sign of
someone who is ‘politically unreliable.”

“At the root of this attitude is the idea
that, in the face of Communist aggression,
liberty must be sacrificed for the sake of
security.” That idea, the editorial says, “is
the most mischievous political patent medi-
clne ever swallowed by the American people.”

Labor which opposed McCarthyism when
that destructive doctrine was at its height,
feels like the Denver Post that the battle to
preserve the liberities guaranteed by the
Constitution is not yet won. The American
people must be constantly on guard to pro-
tect both liberty and security.

How Can World Law Be Achieved?

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

OF

HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 12, 1959

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I am inserting into the CoNGRESSION-
AL Recorp a letter I received from Don-
ald Harrington, president of the United
World Federalists, enclosing a copy of
the speech Vice President Nixon deliv-
ered on April 13, 1959, before the Acad-
emy of Political Science on the subject
of how world law might be achieved.

Mr. Harrington believes that this sub-
ject merits immediate public discussion
and debate. I agree with him. Certain-
ly Vice President Nixon’s speech and
the comments of the highly respected
Columnist James Reston deserve to be
read and considered by as many people
as possible. Therefore, I am placing
them in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

I want to commend the United World
Federalists, Inc., for calling this im-
portant martter to the attention of all
the Members of the Congress. I have
always had a high regard for this organ-
ization because, unlike so many organ-
izations we have today with ideas and a
mission, they have remained open-
minded on the subject. They have not
resorted to attacking the motives of
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those who disagree with them. Indeed,
their primary objective seems to have
been to keep the subject of world law
and how we achieve it open for dis-
cussion.

I agree with their basic premise: the
question is no longer whether world law
is desirable but how world law can be
achieved. The problem is extremely
difficult and the answers will not be
found immediately, or probably in our
generation, but certainly we should start
seeking for the answers in a more deter-
mined way and there are some forward
steps than can be achieved immediately:

UwxiTed WoRLD PEDERALISTS, INC.,
New York City, April 28, 1959.
Hon. THoMAS B. CURTIS,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. CunTis: Enclosed herewith is a
copy of a speech delivered by Vice President
RicHARD M. Nixon, April 13, before the Acad-
emy of Political Sclence, together with a
letter of comment and congratulations which
we have written to Mr. Nixon.

We feel that this is a really historic ad-
dress which at last brings to sharp focus the
central issue of this time. The question is
no longer whether world law is desirable but
how world law can be achieved.

Although President Eisenhower and other
prominent members of both political partles
have many times called for world law, Mr.
Nixon's speech is the first time that a high
official of our Government has proposed spe-
cific action leading toward the rule of law.
Since it was reportedly proposed as a trial
balloon, it seems to us most important that
Mr. Nmown receive as much reaction as pos-
sible to his proposals.

Whether or not this highly desirable public
debate takes place may well depend on a few
individuals like yourself who have the influ-
ence and interest to lead it. I hope you will
do o, and will be interested in hearing
from you.

Sincerely yours,
DoNALD HARRINGTON,
President.

The text of Vice President Nixon’s ad-
dress proposing World Court rule in
East-West disputes follows:

TeEXT OF NIXxon's ADDRESS PRrOPOSING WORLD
COURT RULE IN EAST-WEST DISPUTES

An invitation to address this distinguished
audience is one of the most flattering and
challenging a man in my position could re-
celve.

Flattering bécause the very name of this
organization at least implies that the profes-
slon which I am preud to represent can prop-
erly be described as a science rather than by
some of the far less complimentary terms
usually reserved for politics and politicians.

And challenging because I realize that an
academy of political science expects a speech
of academic character, I hasten to add,
however, if it is proper to quote a Princeton
man at a Columbia gathering, that In using
the term “academic” I share Woodrow Wil-
son's disapproval of the usual connotation
attached to that word.

Speaking on December 28, 1918, in Lon-
don's Guildhall, he sald:

“When this war began, a league of natlons
was thought of as one of those things that it
was right to characterize by a name which,
as a university man, I have always resented.
It was sald to be academie, as If that In it-
self were a condemnation, something that
men could think about but never get.”

In my view, the primary function of the
practicing politician and of the politieal
scientist is to find ways and means for peo-
ple to get those things they think about; to
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make the impractical practical; to put ideal-
ism into action.

It is in that spirit that I ask you to analyze
with me tonight the most difficult problem
confronting our soclety today. It is, as I
am sure we will all agree, the simple but
overriding question of the survival of our
civilization. Because, while none of us
would downgrade the importance of such
challenging problems as the control of infla-
tion, economic growth, civil rights, urban
redevelopment, we all know that the most
perfect solutions of any of our domestic
problems will make no difference at all if
we are not around to enjoy them.

CHALLENGE TO SURVIVAL

Perhaps at no time In the course of his-
tory have so many people been so sorely
troubled by the times and dismayed by
the prospects of the future. 'The almost
unbelievably destructive power of modern
weapons should be enough to raise grave
doubts as to mankind’s ability to survive
even were we lving in a world in which
traditional patterns of international conduct
were being followed by the major nations.

But the threat to our survival is frighten-
ingly multiplied when we take into account
the fact that these weapons are in the hands
of the unpredictable leaders of the Commu-
nist world as well as those of the free world.

What is the way out of this 20th century
human dilemma? For the immediate threat
posed by the provocative Soviet tactics in
Berlin, I belleve that to avoid the ultimate
disaster of atomic war on one hand, or the
slow death of surrender on the other, we
must continue steadfastly on the course now
pursued by the President and the Secretary
of State.

May I say that before boarding the plane
in Washington, I talked at the hospital with
the Secretary of State. I am happy to bring
the greetings of one of the most heroic nnd
bravest men produced in our country in this
generation.

In the record of American policy, as it
has unfolded since the time of Korea, our
national resolves to stand firm against Com-
munist aggression are clearly revealed. This
has particularly been the case since the policy
of containment matured into this policy
of deterrence. In the recurrent post-Korean
crises of the Formosa Straits, the Middle
East, and now Berlin, the President and Mr.
Dulles have glven the Soviet leaders no
possible cause to misconstrue the American
intent.

I believe, moreover, that the Soviet lead-
ers are equally on notice that regardless of
which political party holds power in Wash-
ington these policies of resolute adherence
to our principles, our commitments and our
obligations will prevail. I specifically want
to pay tribute to members of the Democratic
Party In the Congress for putting statesman-
ship above leadership by making this clearly
evident in the developing situation of
Berlin,

ADEQUATE MILITARY FOWER

We can also take confidence in the fact
that at this moment the United States
possesses military power fully adequate to
sustain its policies, and I am certair. that
whatever is necessary to keep this balance in
favor of the free nations and the ideals of
ireedom will be done, by this administration
and by its successors regardless of which po-
litical party may be in power.

‘What this posture of resolute national
unity taken alone must mean in the end,
however, is simply an indefinite preservation
of the balance of terror.

We all recognize that this is not enough.
Even though our dedication to strength
will reduce sharply the chances of war by
deliberate overt act, as long as the rule of
force retains its paramount position as the
final arbiter of international disputes, there
will ever remain the possibility of war by
miscalculation.
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If this sword of annihilation is ever to be
removed from its precarious balance over the
head of all mankind, some more positive
courses of action than massive military de-
terrence must somehow be found.

It is an understandable temptation for
public men to suggest that some “bold new
preogram” will resolve the human dilemma—
that more missiles, more ald, more trade,
more exchange or more meetings at the sum-
mit will magically solve the world’s diffi-
culties.

The proposals that I will suggest tonight
are not offered as a panacea for the world’s
ills. In fact, the practice of sugzesting that
any one program, whatever its merit, can
automatically solve the world's problems is
not only unrealistlic, but, considering the
kind of opponent who faces us across the
world today, actually can do more harm than
good in that 1t tends to minimize the scope
and gravity of the problems with which
we are confronted, by suggesting that there
may be one easy answer.

But while there is no simple solution for
the problems we face, we must constantly
search for new practical alternatives to the
use of force as a means of settling disputes
between nations.

INDIVIDUALS LIKE NATIONS

Men face essentially similar problems of
disagreement and resort to force in their
personal and community lives as nations now
do in the divided world. And, historically,
man has found only one effective way to cope
with this aspect of human nature—the rule
of law.

More and more the leaders of the West
have come to the conclusion that the rule of
law must somehow be established to provide
a way of settling disputes among nations as
it does among individuals.

But the trouble has been that as yet we
have been unable to find practical methods
of implementing this idea. Is this one of
those things that men can think about but
cannot get?

Let us see what a man who had one of the
most brilliant political and legal minds in the
Nation's history had to say in this regard.
Commenting on some of the problems of in-
ternational organization the late Senator
Robert Taft said:

“I do not see how we can hope to secure
permanent peace in the world except by
establishing law between nations and eqgual
justice under law. It may be a long hard
course, but I believe that the public opinion
of the world can be led along that course,
g0 that the time will come when that public
opinion will support the decision of any rea-
sonable impartial tribunal based on justice.”

We can also be encouraged by develop-
ments that have oceurred in this field in just
the past 2 years.

Not surprisingly the movement to advance
the rule of law has galned most of its mo-
mentum among lawyers. Mr. Charles Rhyne,
a recent president of the American Bar As-
soclation, declared in a speech to a group
of associates in Boston a few weeks ago that
there is an idea on the march in the world.
He was referring to the idea that ultimately
the rule of law must replace the balance of
terror as the paramount factor in the affairs
of men.

NOTED MEN SPOKE

At the time of the grand meeting of the
American Bar Association in London in July
19567, speaker after speaker at this meeting—
the Chief Justice of the United States, the
Lord Chancellor of Great Britain, the Attor-
ney General of the United States, and Sir
Winston Churchill—eloguently testified that
the law must be made paramount in world
aflairs.

One hundred and eighty-five representa-
tives of the legal professions of many nations
on earth met in New Delhi last January and
agreed that there are basic universal prin-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ciples on which lawyers of the free world
can agree.

President Eisenhower, you will recall, said
in his state of the Union message last Jan-
uary:

“It is my purpose to intensify efforts dur-
ing the coming 2 years * * * to the end
that the rule of law may replac: the obsolete
rule of force in the affairs of nations, Meas-
ures toward this end will be proposed later,
including reexamination of our relation to
the International Court of Justice.”

I am now convinced, and in this I reflect
the steadfast purpose of the President and
the wholehearted support of the Secretary
of State and the Attorney General, that the
time has now come to take the initiative
in the right direction of establishment of
the rule of law In the world to replace the
rule of force.

Under the Charter of the United Natlons
and the Statute of the International Court
of Justice, institutions for the peaceful com-
posing of differences among nations and for
law giving exist in the international com-
munity. Our primary problem today is not
the creation of new international institu-
tions, but the fuller and more fruitful use
of the institutions we already possess.

The International Court of Justice is a case
in point. Its relative lack of judicial busi-
ness—in its 12-year history an average of
only 2 cases a year have come before the
tribunal of 15 cutstanding international
jurists—underlines the untried potentialities
of this Court.

While it would be foolish to suppose that
litigation before the Court is the answer to
all the world’s problems, this method of
settling disputes could profitably be em-
ployed in a wider range of cases than is
presently done.

As the President indicated in his state of
the Union message, it is time for the United
States to reexamine its own position with
regard to the Court. Clearly all disputes
regarding domestic matters must remain
permanently within the jurisdiction of our
own courts. Only matters which are essen-
tially international in character should be
referred to the International Court.

But the United States reserved the right
to determine unilaterally whether the sub-
ject matter of a particular dispute is within
the domestic jurisdiction of the United
States and is therefore excluded from the
Jjurisdiction of the Court. As a result of
this position on cur part, other nations
have adopted similar reservations. This is
one of the major reasons for the lack of
judieial business before the Court.

CONGRESES ACTION FLANNED

To remedy this situation the administra-
tion will shortly submit to the Congress
recommendations for modifying this reser-
vation. It is our hope that by our taking
the initiative in this way, other countries
may be persuaded to accept and agree to a
wider jurisdiction of the International
Court.

There is one class of disputes between
nations which, in the past, have been one
of the primary causes of war. These eco-
nomic disputes assume major importance
today at a time when this cold war may be
shifting its major front from politics and
ideology to the so-called ruble war for the
trade and the development of new and neu-
tral countries.

As far as international trade is concerned,
an imposing structure of international
agreements already exists. More complex
and urgent than trade, as such, is the area
of international investment. For in this
area will be determined one of the most
burning issues of our times—whether the
economic development of new nations, so
essential to their growth in political self-
confidence and successful self-government,
will be accomplished peacefully or violently,
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swiftly or wastefully, in freedom or in regi-
mentation and terror.

We must begin by recognizing that the
task of providing the necessary capital for
investment in underdeveloped countries is a
Jjob too big for mere Governmenti money.
Only private money, privately managed, can
do it right in many sectors of needed devel-
opment. And private investment requires a
sound and reliable framework of laws in
which to work.

Economic development, involving as it
does 80 many lawyers and so many private
investors, will tend to spread and promote
more civilized legal systems wherever it goes.

Already, in its effort to encourage U.S.
private investment abroad, the U.S. Govern-
ment has negotiated treaties of commerce
with 17 nations since 1946, tax conventions
with 21 nations, and special-investment
guarantee agreements under the Mutual Se-
curity Act with 40 nations.

What has been done is for the most part
good, but there are several areas where addi-
tional actlon Is called for. The countries
that need economic development most are
too often least likely to have the kind of
laws, povernment, and climate that will at-
tract Investment. The political risks of ex-
propriation and inconvertibility against
which ICA (International Cooperation Ad-
ministration) presently sells insurance are
not the only political risks that investors
fear. Three U.S. Government commissions,
as well as numerous private experts, have
recently recommended a variety of improve-
ments in our machinery for fostering foreign
investment.

I select three for particular endorsement.
Our laws should permit the establishment
of foreign business corporations meriting
special tax treatment, so that their foreign
earnings can be reinvested abroad free of
U.S. tax until the U.S. investor actually re-
ceives his reward.

In addition, more tax treaties should be
speedily negotiated to permit tax sparing
and other reciprocal encouragements to in-
vestors. The ICA guarantee program should
be extended to include such risks as revolu-
tlon and eivil strife. Finally, a concerted
effort should be made to extend our whole
treaty system into more countries, especlally
those in most need of development,

The great adventure of economic develop-
ment through a worldwide expansion of
private investment is bound to develop many
new forms and channels of cooperation be-
tween governments and between individuals
of different nations.

We need not fear this adventure; indeed
we should welcome it. For if it sufficiently
engages the Imagination and public spirit
of the legal profession and others who in-
fluence public opinion, it must be accom-
panied by the discovery or rediscovery, in
countries old and new, of the legal prin-
ciples and the respsct for substantive law
on which wealth and freedom alike are
grounded.

There are encouraging slgns at least that
we are on the threshold of real progress
toward creating more effective international
law for the settlement of economic disputes
between individuals and between nations.

Turning to the political area, we have
now come far enough alorg in the great
historic conflict between the free nations
and the Communist bloc to know that ne-
gotiation and discussion alone will not nec-
essarily resolve the fundamental issues be-
tween us. This has proved to be the case
whether the negotiations took place through
the very helpful processes of the United
Nations, or at the conference table of For-
eign Ministers, or even at what we now call
the summit.

PACTS WITH SOVIET CITED
What emerges, eventually, from these
meetings at the conference table are agree-
ments. We have made a great many agree-
ments with the Soviet leadsrs from the time
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of Yalta and Potsdam. A major missing
element in our agreements with the Soviet
leaders has been any provisions as to how
disputes about the meaning of the agree-
ments in connection with their implementa-
tion could be decided.

Looking back at the first summit confer-
ence at Geneva, for example, we find that
it produced an agreement, signed by the
Eoviet leaders, which elevated the hopes of
the entire world.

It should be noted, however, that the
President and the Secretary of State re-
peatedly warned both before and after the
holding of the conference that success could
be measured only in deeds. One of the an-
nounced purposes of the conference was to
test the Soviet sincerity by the standard of
performance.

The summit conference has since been
characterized by some as a failure, but in
terms of agreements, as such, it was a
success.

Let me guote brlefly from that agreement:

“The heads of government, recognizing
their common responsibility for the settle-
ment of the German question and the re-
unification of Germany, have agreed that
the settlement of the German question and
the reunification of Germany by means of
free elections shall be carried out in con-
formity with the national interests of the
German people and the interests of Euro-
pean security."

In other words, those who participated in
the conference, including Mr. Nikita S.
Khrushchev, agreed at Geneva on a sound
method for dealing with the German prob-
lem—the very same problem from which he
has now fathered the new crisis at Berlin.
But while the agreement seemed clear, as
events subsequently developed, Mr. Khru-
shchev’s understanding of its meaning was
ostensibly different from ours.

The crucial question remained—how was
the agreement to be effective when the
parties disagreed as to what it meant? This
is typical of a problem that can arise wher-
ever any agreement is entered into between
nations.

In looking to the future what practical
steps can we take to meet this problem? I
will not even suggest to you that there is any
simple answer to this guestion. But I do
believe there is a significant step we can take
toward finding an answer.

We should take the initiative in urging
that in future agreements provisions be in-
cluded to the effect: (1) that disputes which
may arise as to the interpretation of the
agreement should be submitted to the Inter-
national Court of Justice at the Hague; and
(2) that the nations signing the agreement
should be bound by the decision of the court
in such cases.

Such provisions will, of course, still leave
us with many formidable questions involv-
ing our relationships with the Communist
nations in those cases where they ignore an
agreement completely apart from its inter-
pretation. But I believe this would be a
major step forward in developing a rule of
law for the settlement of political disputes
between nations and in the direction all
free men hope to pursue.

If there is no provision for settling dis-
putes as to what an international agreement
means and one nation is acting in bad faith,
the agreement has relatively little signifi-
cance. In the absence of such a provision
an agreement can be flagrantly nullified by a
nation acting in bad faith whenever it deter-
mines it is convenient to do so.

‘While this proposal has not yet been
adopted as the official U.S. position, I have
discussed it at length with Attorney General
Willlam P. Rogers and with officlals of the
State Department and on the basis of these
discussions I am convinced that it has merit
and should be given serious consideration in
the future.
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The International Court of Justice is not a
Western instrumentality. It is a duly con-
stituted body wunder the United Nations
Charter and has been recognized and estab-
lished by the Soviet along with the other sig-
natories to the charter. ’

There is no valid reason why the Soviets
should not be willing to join with the na-
tions of the free world in taking this step in
the direction of submitting differences with
regard to interpretation of agreements he-
tween nations to a duly established interna-
tional court and thereby further the day
when a rule of law will become a reality in
the relations between nations,

And, on our part, as Secretary Dulles said
in his speech before the New York State Bar
Association on January 31:

“Those nations which do have common
standards should by their conduct and exam-
ple, advance the rule of law by submitting
their disputes to the International Court of
Justice, or to some other international tri-
bunal upon which they agree.”

We should be prepared to show the world
by our example that the rule of law, even in
the most trying circumstances, is the one
system which all freemen of good will must
support.

In this connection it should be noted that
at the present time in our own country our
system of law and justice has come under
special scrutiny, as it often has before in
periods when we have been engaged in work-
ing out basic social relationships through due
process of law.

It is certainly proper for any of us to dis-
agree with an opinion of a court or courts.
But all Americans owe it to the most funda-
mental propositions of our way of life to take
the greatest care in making certain that our
criticisms of court decisions do not become
attacks on the institution of the court itself.

Mr. Khrushchev has proclaimed time and
again that he and his associates in the Erem-
lin, to say nothing of the Soviet peoples, de-
gire only a fair competition to test which
system, communism or free capitalism, can
better meet the legitimate aspirations of
mankind for a rising standard of living.

The world knows that this is the only
kind of competition which the free nations
desire. It is axiomatic that free people do
not go to war except in defense of freedom.
So obviously we welcome this kind of talk
from Mr. Khrushchev. We welcome a peace-
ful competition with the Communists to de-
termine who can do the most for mankind,

Mr. Ehrushchev also knows, as we do, that
a competition is not likely to remain peace-
ful unless both sides understand the rules
and are willing to have them fairly enforced
by an impartial umpire. He has pointedly
reminded the world that Soviet troops are not
in Germany to play skittles. The free peo-
ples passionately wish that Mr. Khrushchev's
troops, as well as their own, could find it pos-
sible to play more skittles and less atomic war
games. But we remind him that his troops
could not even play skittles without rules of
the game.

If the Soviets mean this talk of peaceful
competition, then they have nothing to fear
from the impartial rules impartially judged,
which will make such peaceful competition
possible.

The Soviet leaders claim to be acutely
aware of the lessons of history. They are
constantly quoting the past to prove their
contention that communism is the way of
the future. May I call to their attention one
striking conclusion that is found in every
page of recorded history.

It is this: The advance of civilization, the
growth of culture and the perfection of all
the finest qualities of mankind have all been
accompanied by respect for law and justice
and by the constant growth of the use of law
in place of force.

The barbarian, the outlaw, the bandit are
symbols of a civilization that is elther primi-

May 12

tive or decadent. As men grow in wisdom,
they recognize that might does not make
right; that true liberty is freedom under law;
and that the arrogance of power is a pitiful
substitute for justice and equity.

Hence once again we say to those in the
Kremlin who boast of the superiority of
their system:

“Let us compete in peace, and let our
course of action be such that the choice we
offer uncommitted peoples is not a choice
between progress and reaction, between high
clvilization and a return to barbarism, be-
tween the rule of law and the rule of force.”

In a context of justice, of concern for the
millions of men and women who yearn for
peace, of a constant striving to bring the
wealth abounding in this earth to those who
today languish in hunger and want—in such
a context, competition between the Com-
munist world and the free world would in-
deed be meaningful.

Then we could say without hesitation:

“Let the stronger system win, knowing that
both systems would be moving in a direction
of a world of peace, with increasing material
prosperity serving as a foundation for a flow-
ering of the human spirit.”

We could then put aside the hatred and
distrust of the past and work for a better
world. Our goal will be peace. Our instru-
ment for achieving peace will be law and
and justice. Our hope will be that, under
these conditions, the vast energles now de-
voted to weapons of war will instead be used
to clothe, house, and feed the entire world.
‘This is the only goal worthy of our aspira-
tions. Competing in this way, nobody will
lose, and mankind will gain.

I also want fo include an article by
James Reston, “Search for Rule by Law,”
which appeared in the New York Times,
April 14, 1959:

SEARCH FOR RULE BY LAW—DOMESTIC FACTORS
AS WeELL As Worrp Issues LED To TRIAL
BALLOON BY NIXON

(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON, April 13.—Vice President
Nixonw sent aloft in New York tonight a
fairly important trial balloon on how to ne-
gotiate future agreements with the Soviet
Union,

Why not, he suggested to the Academy of
Political Science, let the International Court
of Justice at The Hague settle all differences
of interpretation of future United States-
Soviet agreements? The background of this
suggestion is as interesting as the proposal
itself.

It arises from the fact that almost every
United States-Soviet agreement since the
war has failed wholly or in part because it
was interpreted in one way by Washington
and another by Moscow, and there was no
legal way of resolving these differences.

Accordingly, the Justice and State Depart-
ments have been talking for years about try-
ing to take these questions of interpretation
out of the political sphere and placing them
in the realm of international law before the
World Court or some other court.

Attorney General Willlam P. Rogers and
Arthur Larson, former Presidential assistant,
have been talking with Mr. Nxown about this
for several years. The Vice President, in
turn, recently discussed the p with
Acting Secretary of State Christian A, Herter,
and with the President, who knew and ap-
proved of the Vice President's decision to
discuss the matter publicly tonight.

FUTURE 1S EMPHASIZED

It was emphasized here today that the
Vice President was not talking about trying
to apply the principle of compulsory arbi-
tration to the interpretation of past treaties
and international agreements.

He was, Instead, proposing a procedure for
future agreements so that each agreement
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could be considered on its own merits. F
example, if the forthcoming talks with th
Big Four foreign ministers should reach
new agreement on Berlin, or Germany, or
atomic testing, that agreement, under the
Nixon proposal, would contain a clause stat-
ing two things:

1. That any disputes that may arise as
to the interpretation of the agreement should
be submitted to the World Court.

2. That the nations signing the agreement
should be bound by the interpretation of
the World Court in such cases.

The proposal was put forward in this way
for several reasons. For example, there is
still considerable opposition on the Republi-
can right and in the Democratic South to
any move that might, even in remote cases,
extend the authority of the World Court
to matters some people regard as wholly
within the domestic jurisdiction of the
United States.

The administration would like to repeal
the so-called Connally amendment of 1946,
which insisted that the United States had
the sole right to determine whether cases
involving the United States should be sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the World Court.

In the last few years, the administration
has with difficulty defeated the so-called
Bricker amendment, which would have
placed further limitations on the jurisdie-
tion of the United Natlons and its associated
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organizations. And while the supporters
of the Bricker amendment have been weak-
ened in recent elections, the State and Jus-
tice Departments do not want to get involved
in another battle on this issue.

Before the end of this week, the State
Department will send to the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee its ldeas of how the
Connally amendment should be modified, but
there is some doubt whether any modifica-
tion will take place in this session of the
Congress.

The administration is more hopeful about
winning acceptance for the more specific idea
of letting the World Court decide dlsputes
arlsing out of the interpretation of future
agreements with the Soviet Union and other
nations.

This would enable the Congress to look
at one case at a time. It would force the
Exscutive to draft future international
agreements in careful language that could, if
challenged, be examined by the World Court,
rather than leaving them vague, as in the
past Big Four agreements on Western access
to Berlin. Finally, it would, if accepted by
the Soviet Union, provide one way of resolv-
ing the interminable arguments over what
United States-Soviet agreements mean.

It is pointed out here that, even if the
Soviet Union did not agree to submit the
interpretaton of future agreements to the
World Court this in itself would make clear
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Moscow's insistence on being the sole judge
of its own actions. Whereas, if it did accept,
at least some progress could be made toward
substituting the rule of law in .a limited
field for the present rule of force.

There will undoubtedly be opposition to
Mr. Nimxon’s trial balloon. Some Senators
feel that the United States, like the Soviet
Union, cannot afford to let any court decide
matters that might affect its security.

Some for example, would be opposed to let-
ting the World Court sit in judgment on
Panama’'s claim to sovereignty over the 12-
mile sea limit beyond its shores. This would
take in most of the critical approaches to
the Panama Canal and is thus regarded here
as vital to the security of the canal and the
United States.

Finally, there are some legislators who
think that any extension of the powers of
the World Court might, at some future date,
enable citizens of the United States to claim
that they were not enjoying the human
rights spelled out in the Declaraiion of Hu-
man Rights under the United Nations.

Thus, Vice President Nixow, in his scholar-
ly address tonight, has opened up, not only
some fundamental legal questions, but quite
a few important international and national
political questions as well.

This is why his World Court idea was put
forward as a trial balloon rather than as
established administration policy.

SENATE
WEDNESDAY, May 13, 1959

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D. offered the following
prayer:

Our Father God, standing in the living
present, as its panorama unfolds, teach
us to be taught by the speaking past.

Make us greatly humble as we have a
part in determining the directions and
goals of today.

May we be still long enough to listen
to the sad story of cultures which have
failed in their high hour and have left
only broken memories of great races dis-
placed by less creative races, of civiliza-
tions which have been undone or have
undone themselves just as they seemed
ready to enter into their glory.

Solemnize us with the knowledge that
the divine laws—which, defied across the
ages, have brought collapse, decline, and
defeat—have not been revoked in Thy
world, and that still where there is no
vision the people perish.

May this glittering century, so rich in
things and so poor in soul, by its elamor
not drown Thy voice, warning—

“I have set before you life and death—
therefore choose life.”

We ask it in the Name of the Holy One
who came to bring life abundant to all
mankind. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Journal of the
proceedings of Tuesday, May 12, 1959,
was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-

municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H.R. 2193) to desig-
nate the Coyote Valley Reservoir in Cal-
ifornia as Lake Mendocino, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate,

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 2193) to designate the
Coyote Valley Reservoir in California
as Lake Mendocino, was read twice by
its title and referred to the Committee
on Public Works.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Constitutional
Amendments Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the Foreign
Relations Committee, the Constitutional
Rights Subcommittee of the Committee
on the Judiciary, the Internal Security
Subcommittee of the Committee on the
Judiciary, and the Civil Service Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, were authorized to
sit during the session of the Senate
today.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the rule, there will be the usual
morning hour for the introduction of
bills and the transaction of other
routine business. I ask unanimous con-
sent that statements in connection
therewith be limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob~
jection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate go into executive
session, to consider the nominations on
the calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting the nomi-
nation of John M. Raymond, of the
District of Columbia, to be a represent-
ative on the United Nations Commission
on Permanent Sovereignty Over Natural
Wealth and Resources, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare:

Stuart Rothman, of Minnesota, to be Gen-
eral Counsel of the National Labor Relations

Dr. Logan Wilson, of Texas, to be a mem-~
ber of the National Secience Board, National
Science Foundation;

Thomas Edward Keys, of Minnesota, to be
a member of the Board of Regents of the
National Library of Medicine, Public Health
Service; and

Edwin R. Price, of Maryland, to be a mem-
ber of the Federal Coal Mine Safety Board
of Review,

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

Clarence R. Reed, and sundry other per-
sons, for permanent appointment in the
Coast and Geodetic Survey.

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relatlons:
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